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PREFACE." 


The  second  and  concluding  volume  of  the  present  work  is 
now  offered  to  the  public.  Its  appearance  has  been  delayed 
somewhat  longer  than  was  anticipated,  but  no  longer  than 
was  found  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to  its  careful  prepa- 
ration. 

A  desire  on  my  part  to  aid  the  investigations  of  the  pro- 
fessional reader  by  a  full  discussion  of  the  various  topics 
treated  of,  and  a  careful  presentation  of  the  authorities,  has 
resulted  in  expanding  the  work  considerably  beyond  the 
limits  originally  designed.  I  trust,  however,  it  will  not,  on 
that  account,  be  found  less  serviceable  to  those  who  may 
have  occasion  to  consult  its  pages. 

The  favorable  manner  in  which  the  first  volume  has  been 
received  has  encouraged  me  to  labor  with  renewed  faithful- 
ness in  the  preparation  of  the  second.  I  sincerely  hope  it 
may  prove  equally  acceptable  to  the  profession. 

Charles  H.  Scribner. 

Mount  Virnon,  Ohio,  June^  1867. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

OF  THE  NATURE   AND   QUALITIES   OE   DOWER  WHILE  THE  RIGHT   18 

INCHOATE. 


•  • 


{  li  2.  Whether  dower  proceeds  from 
the  DUffriAge  contract,  or  is  conferred  bj 
law. 

3, 4.  Inchoate  dower  as  an  Incum- 
brance. 

5,  6.  Inchoate  dower  as  a  right  of 
proper^. 


7-20.  LegislatlTe  power  over  inchoate 
dower. 

21.  Where  the  wife  does  not  join, 
dower  goTemed  by  the  law  in  force  at 
the  date  of  the  husband's  alienation. 


Whether  dower  proceeds  from  the  marriage  eontraet^  or  is  eoftferred 

by  law. 

1.  It  is  a  point  mnch  discussed  in  the  books,  whether  the  right 
of  dower  proceeds  directly  from  the  marital  contract,  or  is  conferred 
by  positive  law.  Many  of  the  old  authorities  treat  the  wife  as 
claiming  her  dower  by  virtue  of  the  marriage  agreement,  taking  a 
distinction  in  this  respect,  between  dower  and  tenancy  by  the  cur- 
tesy.* Thus,  according  to  Gilbert,  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  claims 
by  the  general  law  of  the  kingdom,  while  a  tenant  in  dower  claims 
by  the  marriage  agreement,  and  a  private  contract  is  the  origin  of 
her  title.'  So,  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  Banks  v.  Sutton,'  insists  ''  that 
dower  is,  and  time  out  of  mind  has  been,  a  part  of  the  marriage 
contract  when  it  came  to  be  publicly  solemnized ;"  and  that  ^^  a 
right  of  dower  is  founded  in  contract." 

^  GUb.  Uses,  11,  172;  Hard.  469 ;  Go.  Litt.  30. b.  note  7;  Ibid.  239  a. ;  Park, 
Dow.  102,  103,  342. 
>  Glib.  Uses,  11.    Bnt  see  post,  {  2. 
*  Banks  r.  Sntton,  2  P.  Wms.  705-6.    See  toI.  i.,  pp.  372-3,  and  note. 

VOL.  n.  1  (1) 


■    • 


2  .jhb'Law  of  dower.  Fch.  I- 

2.  It  is  agreed:  d)[  all  the  authorities,  that  as  to  dower  ad  ostium 
ecclesise  hn^''^t:ns8en8u  patrisj^  the  doctrine  above  stated  is  un- 
doubtedly true";  for  by  those  modes  the  wife  was  expressly  endowed 
by  tH&.hu^and  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  thereby  became 

^iv.^*{lsd  with  an  interest  somewhat  similar  in  its  nature  to  that 

•  •  •■ 

,  '-^^QT^dted  by  a  jointure  of  modern  times  ;*  but  according  to  the  weight 
\  '••/•/'  of  authority  it  seems  clear  that  this  view  is  not  applicable  to  dower 
at  common  law.  The  true  doctrine  appears  to  -be  tersely  stated  by 
Serjeant  Nudigate,  in  a  case  in  Brooke,'  where  he  says  the  estate 
of  tenant  in  dower  is  made  by  the  law,  notwithstanding  that  she  is 
adjudged  in  by  the  baron,  for  yet  this  is  by  the  law,  and  whether 
the  baron  will  or  not.  And  in  the  same  case,  Brooke,  J.,  expressly 
took  the  distinction  between  tenant  in  dower  by  the  common  law 
and  tenant  in  dower  ez  asaensu  patris  and  ad  ostium  ecclesisdy  ob- 
serving that  the  former  should  not  be  bound  by  uses  [trusts],  but 
the  latter  should,  for  they  were  in  by  the  feoffee,  while  the  other 
was  in  the  per  by  the  baron,  and  yet  hy  the  laWj  and  without  the  • 
act  of  the  baron.^  And  although,  as  above  shown.  Baron  Gilbert 
in  one  place  holds  that  the  right  of  dower  originates  in  the  mar- 
riage agreement,'^  nevertheless,  on  a  subsequent  page  he  states  the 
rule  in  a  different  form.  ^'  Tenant  in  dower,  as  well  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,"  he  says,  '^  can  not  be  seized  to  uses  [trusts],  because 
they  come  to  those  estates  by  the  disposition  of  law  for  the  advance- 
ment and  encouragement  of  matrimony.''^  The  correctness  of  the 
reasoning  of  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  quoted  in  the  preceding  section,  has 
also  been  repeatedly  questioned.^  The  result  of  the  English  au- 
thorities is  thus  given  by  Mr.  Park  :*  "  It  will  be  observed  that  this 
estate  arises  solely  by  operation  of  law,  and  not  by  force  of  any 
contract  express  or  implied,  between  the  parties ;  it  is  the  silent 
effect  of  the  relation  entered  into  by  them,  not  as  in  itself  incidental 
to  that  relation,  or  as  implied  by  the  marriage  contract,  but  merely 
as  that  contract  calls  into  operation  the  positive  institutions  of  the 
municipal  law."     A  similar  view  has  been  adopted  in  the  United 

1  See  Tol.  i.,  ch.  i.,  {2  ^^i  20,  28. 

>  Park,  Dow.  342  ;  Bro.  Abr.  Feoff,  al  uses,  pi.  10;  Norwood  v.  Marrow,  4  Der. 
k  Bat.  L.  442,  450 ;  Lawrence  i;  Miller,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  D16;  s.  o.  2  Comst.  245. 

*  Bro  Abr.  Feoff,  al  uses,  pi.  10.    And  see  1  Leon.  61. 

*  Park,  Dow.  102,  103,  342.  .  «  Ante,  {1.  •  Gilb.  Uses,  171. 
T  Att.-Gen.  v.  Scott,  Gas.  Temp.  Talbot,  138 ;  3  Sugden,  Y.  k  P.  App.  No.  19 ; 

Park,  Dow.  131,  134,  135;  vol. !.,  p.  373,  note,  and  pp.  377,  378. 

•  Park,  Dow.  5. 
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States.  "  There  is  no  contract  between  husband  and  wife  for  cur- 
tesy or  dower,"  say  the  court  in  Norwood  v.  Marrow.^  "  The 
interest  the  one  gets  in  the  property  of  the  other,  the  law  gives  for 
the  encouragement  of  matrimony.  We  have  so  held  with  respecl 
to  the  husband's  right  to  his  wife's  chattels.*  All  the  old  authorities 
say  that  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  in  the  posty  that  is,  by  opera- 
tion of  law.  They  are  not  so  well  agreed  about  the  wife ;  some 
supposing  that  she  is  in  by  the  husband,  or  in  the  per  by  force  of 
the  marriage  agreement ;  and  others  that  she,  like  the  husband, 
takes  by  force  of  the  general  law It  is  difficult  to  distin- 
guish dower  at  the  common  law  and  curtesy,  as  to  their  origin.  But 
however  the  argument  may  be  pursued  upon  the  abstruse  point  of 
the  old  law,  how  the  wife  is  in  technically  speaking,  it  is  certain, 
that  such  as  her  estate  is,  the  law  makes  it,  without  any  act  of  her 
husband,  and  against  his  will."  Upon  this  point  there  is  a  general 
concurrence  of  the  authorities.' 

Inchoate  dower  as  an  incumbrance. 

3.  A  right  of  dower,  although  inchoate,  is  so  far  an  incumbrance 
upon  the  lands  to  which  it  attaches  as  to  be  within  the  operation 
of  the  orc^inary  covenant  against  incumbrances.  In  an  early  case 
in  Massachusetts,  Story,  J.,  entertaioed  doubts  upon  this  point. 
^'  Nor  am  I  prepared,"  he  said,  ''  to  admit  the  doctrine  contended 
for  at  the  bar,  that  a  covenant  against  incumbrances  is  broken  by 
the  mere  existen.ce  of  a  possible  incumbrance.  ...  A  possibility 
of  dower  is  not,  within  the  sense  of  the  covenant,  an  incumbrance, 
for  that  means  a  settled,  fixed -incumbrance."*  In  Prescott  v.  True- 
man,*  however,  a  different  conclusion  was  arrived  at.  It  was  there 
held,  that  "  every  right  to,  or  interest  in,  the  land  granted,  to  the 
diminution  of  the  value  of  the  land,  but  consistent  with  the  passing 
of  the  fee  of  it  by  the  conveyance,  must  be  deemed  in  law  an  in- 

1  Non^'ood  V.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  k  Bat.  L.  442,  450. 

*  Lnwrence  v.  Simmons,  I  Dev.  A  Bat.  13. 

*  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  516;  8.  c.  2  Comst.  245;  Moore  v.  City  of 
N.  Y  ,  4  Sandf.  S  0.  456  ;  s.  o.  4  Seld.  110  ;  Melizet's  Appeal,  17  Pa.  St.  449 ;  Mar- 
tin r.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86 ;  Weaver  v,  Gregg,  6  Ohio  St.  547 ;  Noel  v.  Ewlng,  9  Ind. 
37 ;  Strong  y.  Clem,  12  Ind.  37  ;  Lacas  v.  Sawyer,  .17  Iowa,  517.  But  see  opinion 
of  Shankland,  J.,  in  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  2  Comst.  246. 

*  Powell  r.  Monson  &  Brimf.  Man.  Go ,  3  Mason,  347,  355. 

*  Prescott  V.  Traeman,  4  Mass.  627. 
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cumbrance.  Of  this  nature  is  a  claim  of  dower,  which  may  partially 
defeat  th^  plaintiff's  title,  by  taking  a  freehold  in  one- third  out  of 
it/'  But  this  general  language  was  qualified,  to  some  extent,  by 
the  subsequent  case  of  Fuller  v.  Wright.^  ^*  Whether,  under  all 
circumstances,"  observed  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  that  case,  ^*  an  inchoate 
right  of  dower,  where  husband  and  wife  are  both  living,  shall  be 
deemed  an  incumbrance,  is  a  question  which  must  depend  upon  the 
contract  and  the  circumstances.  It  is  true  that  it  is  no  estate  or 
interest,  but  only  a  possibility.  But  it  is  a  possibility  which  may 
give  the  wife  an  estate  by  the  happening  of  a  contingent  event, 
the  death  of  her  husband,  without  any  new  act  to  be  done,  or  new 
right  to  be  acquired.  .  .  .  We  think  no  general  rule' can  be  laid 
down  to  determine  absolutely  whether  such  inchoate  right  of 
dower  is  an  incumbrance ;  it  must  depend  on  many  and  various 
circumstances  and  considerations."  Shortly  afterwards,  however, 
it  was  expressly  held  that  a  contingent  right  of  dower  is  an  existing 
incumbrance  within  the  covenant  against  incumbrances  ;'  and  nu- 
merous decisions  of  other  courts  have  established  this  principle  as 
a  settled  rule  of  law.'  It  is  held,  also,  that  a  contingent  right  of 
dower  is  within  the  covenant  of  general  warranty ;  and  that  when 

1  FuHer  v.  Wright,  18  Pick.  406.  >  Shearer  v.  Ranger,  22  Pick.  447. 

'  Rawle  on  Goyenants,  109-11 ;  Jones  v.  Gardiner,  10  John.  266 ;  Carter  v.  Den- 
man,  3  Zab.  260;  Hill  v.  Ressegien,  17  Barb.  162;  Stevens  v.  Hunt,  15  Barb.  17  ; 
Pitts  V.  Hoitt,  17  N.  H.  530  ;  Smith  v.  Ackerman,  5  Blackf.  542 ;  Whisler  v.  Hicks, 
Ibid.  100;  Porter  v,  Nojes,  2  Qreenl.  26 ;  Donnell  v.  Thompson,  1  Fairf.  170 ;  Bitner 
V.  Broiigh,  11  Pa.  St.  137 ;  Bamett  v,  Oaines,  8  Ala.  373  ;  Parks  v.  Brooks,  16  Ala. 
529;  Sbeltonv.  Carroll,  Ibid.  148;  Springle  o.  Shields,  17  Ala.  296;  Nance  9. 
Hooper,  11  Ala.  552;  Beavers  o.  Smith,  Ibid    20;  McLemore  v.  Mabson,  20  AU. 
137 ;  Thrasher  v.  Pinckard,  23  Ala  616;  Greenwood  v.  Ligon,  10  Smedes  t  M.  615. 
See,  also,  Duvall  v.  Craig,  2  Wheat  45 ;  Ketchnm  v.  Evertson,  13  John.  359 ;  Mas- 
»tj  V  Craine,  1  M^Gord,  489.    In  a  South  Carolina  case  it  was  said,  that  inchoate 
dower  is  no  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin.    Lewis  v.  Lewis,  5  Rich.  L.  12.  In  the 
case  of  Nyce  v.  Obertz,  17  Ohio,  71,  Hitchcock,  J.,  inclined  str«)ng1y  to  the  opinion 
that  a  contingent  right  of  dower  is  not  embraced  bj  a  covenant  **  that  the  premises 
are  free  and  clear  from  all  incumbrances  whatsoever,"  thoogh  he  left  the  point  an- 
decided.  He  admitted,  however,  that  such  an  interest  is  within  the  covenant  against 
incumbrances  emplojed  by  English  conveyancers,  which  in  express  terms  extends 
to  dower  and  rights  of  dower.    The  point  determined  was,  that  even  assuming  a 
contingent  right  of  dower  to  be  within  the  covenant,  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  dowress 
against  the  covenantee,  for  a  gross  sum,  not  charged  upon  the  land,  is  not  such  a 
breach  as  will  give  actual  damages.    The  question  whether,  where  the  form  of  the 
covenant  is  in  praetentif  the  existence  of  an  inchoate  dower  interest  constitutes  a 
i$chnieal  breach,  so  as  to  entitle  the  party  to  nominal  damages  and  costs,  seems  to 
have  been  overlooked.    See  Rawle  on  Covenants,  113,  114. 
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the  right  has  become  absolate,  and  is  prosecuted  to  an  eyiction, 
actual  or  constructiyey  a  breach  of  that  covenant  is  worked.^ 

4.  So  where  a  party  has  contracted  to  convey  lands  with  cove- 
nants of  general  warranty,  or  against  incambrances,  an  existing 
right  of  dower,  althoogh  inchoate,  will  constitute  a  good  defence  to 
a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  for  a  specific  performance 
of  the  contract,  unless  the  vendee  has  waived  his  right  to  object  to  the 
title.'  The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  vendor  institutes  an  action 
at  law  against  the  purchaser  to  recover  damages  for  nonperformance 
of  the  contract.'  So,  after  the  dower  right  has  become  consum- 
mate, if  the  vendee  see  proper  to  insist  upon  performance,  he  may 
go  into  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  dower  claim  settled,  and  com- 
pensation therefor  decreed  out  of  the  unpaid  purchase  money  in 
his  hands.^ 

Inchoate  dower  as  a  right  of  property. 

5.  Tt  is  difficult  to  state  with  precision  the  nature  or  qualities  of 
an  inchoate  dower  interest  when  considered  as  a  right  of  property. 
A  certain  vagueness  of  expression  uniformly  characterizes  the  dis- 
cussions of  the  subject,  and  these  discussions  are  commonly  attended 
with  unsatisfactory  results.  '^  It  is  not  easy,*'  says  a  distinguished 
jurist,  "  to  define  the  right  of  dower  before  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band  It  is  not  only  an  inchoate  right,  but  contingent.  It 

depends  upon  the  death  of  the  husband.  If  he  survive  his  wife,  she 
has  no  right  transmissible  to  her  heirs,  nor  during  the  life  of  her 

>  lUwle,  Cot.  238,  239,  252,  253  ;  Learjr  v.  Dunham,  4  Q«o.  593 ;  Taite  v.  Miller, 
5  West.  Law  Jour.  413  ;  Johnson  y.  Nyce,  17  Ohio,  66;  Wilson  v.  Taylor,  9  Ohio 
St.  595.  So  where  dower  is  claimed  and  assigned,  or  the  value  thereof  assessed,  a 
coTenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  contained  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  land,  is  bro- 
ken.   Lewis  V.  Lewis,  5  Rich.  L.  12. 

s  Rawie  on  Gov.  112,  113  ;  Fuller  v.  Wright,  18  Pick.  405;  Barnett  v.  Qaines,  8 
Ala.  374;  Parks  v.  Brooks,  16  Ala.  529;  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295;  McLe- 
more  v.  Mabson,  20  Ala.  137  ;  Greenwood  v.  Ligon,  10  Smedes  k  M.  615  ;  Bitnero. 
Brough,  1 1  Pa.  St.  137.  But  see  dictum  of  Hitchcock,  J.,  in  Nyce  v.  Obertz,  17  Ohio, 
71,  75.  See,  also,  Ketchnm  o.  Brertson,  13  John.  359.  In  Brown  v.  Starke,  3  Dana, 
316,  it  was  held  that  a  potential  claim  to  dower  is  not  such  an  incumbrance  on  the 
land  as  will,  in  all  cases,  preclude  a  decree  in  favor  of  a  vendor  seeking  to  'enforce 
his  contract 

>  Porter  v.  Noyes,  2  Greenl.  26 ;  Bitner  v.  Brough,  1 1  Pa.  St  137  ;  Jones  v.  Gardi- 
ner, 10  John.  266;  Rawle  on  Gov.  112,  113. 

«  Springlef.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295;  Thrasher  o.  Pinckard,  23  Ala.  616;  Stevens 
«.  Hant,  15  Barb.  17;  Hill  v.  Ressegien,  17  Barb.  162. 


6  THE  LAW  OP  DOWER.  [CH.   I. 

husband  can  she  give  it  any  form  of  property  to  her  advantage.  .  . 
So  long  as  the  husband  shall  live,  it  is  only  a  right  in  legal  con- 
templation, depending  upon  the  good  conduct  of  the  wife  and  the 
death  of  the  husband.  Until  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  right — 
if  it  may  be  called  a  right — is  shadowy  and  fictitious,  and,  like  all 
rights  which  are  contingent,  may  never  become  vested.**^  Similar 
language  is  employed  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Moore  v.  The  City 
of  New  York.'  It  is  there  said  that  the  inchoate  interest  of  the 
wife  is  ''  a  right  to  a  claim  for  dower,  contingent  upon  her  surviving 
her  husband.  Such  a  possibility  may  be  released,  but  it  is  not,  it 
is  believed,  the  subject  of  grant  or  assignment ;  nor  is  it  in  any 
sense,  an  interest  in  real  estate.  It  is  not  of  itself  property,  the 
value  of  which  may  be  estimated,  but  an  inchoate  right,  which,  on 
the  happening  of  certain  events,  may  be  consummated  so  as  to  en- 
title the  w^dow  to  demand  and  receive  a  freehold  estate  in  the 
land."^ 

6.  The  difficulty  of  assigning  an  inchoate  dower  interest  its 
appropriate  place  in  the  classification  of  estates  and  rights  of  pro- 
perty, is  manifest  from  the  language  above  quoted.  In  both  opinions 
it  is  spoken  of  as  a  mere  riffht — not  an  estate, — but  in  the  case  last 
cited  it  is  declared  not  to  be,  in  any  sense,  an  interest  in  land,  nor 
of  itself  property  capable  of  an  estimated  value.  The  correctness 
of  the  proposition  thus  broadly  stated  may  well  be  doubted.  The 
right  of  dower,  if  it  be  a  right  at  all,  must  in  some  sense,  be  an 
interest  in  land.  We  have  already  seen  that  according  to  estab- 
lished law,  it  is  an  incumbrance,  and  of  itself  woiks  a  technical 
breach  of  the  covenant  against  incumbrances,^  a  rule  difficult  to  be 
reconciled  with  the  idea  that  inchoate  dower  is  not,  in  any  sense, 
an  interest  in  real  estate.  That  the  annuity  tables  furnish  data 
from  which  to  compute  the  probable  present  value  of  such  an  in- 
terest, is  also  entirely  clear.*  In  some  of  the  States  the  inchoate 
right  of  dower  is  so  far  regarded  as  property,  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  law,  that  by  express  enactment  the  interest  of  the 


1  McLeaD,  J.,  in  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,  6  McLean,  422. 

»  Moore  v.  The  City  of  New  York,  4  Seld.  110  ;  s.  c.  4  Sandf.  S.  0.  456. 

»  See,  also,  Weaver  v.  Gregg,  6  Ohio  St.  547  ;  Powell  ».  Monson  k  Brimf.  Man, 
Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  355 ;  Fuller  v.  Wright,  18  Pick.  405. 

*  Ante,  a  3,  4. 

»  McKcan's  Pr.  L.  Tables,  23,  {  4;  Hendrj-'s  Arin.  Tables,  87,  Prob.  4;  Jackson 
V.  Edwards,  7  Paige,  386,  408-10  ;  Bartlett  v.  Van  Zandt,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  396.  See  rol. 
i.,  ch.  zvi.,  2J  22,  23  ;  post,  Appendix,  U,. 
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wife  is  secured  to  her  where  sales  occur  under  legal  proceedings 
instituted  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband.^     And  it  has  been  held, 
under  a  statute  of  the  character  just  referred  to,  that  whore  the 
present  value  of  the  wife's  inchoate  interest  has  been  ascertained, 
and  a  sum  reserved  from  the  proceeds  of  the   sale  on  account 
thereof,  the  amount  thus  set  apart  becomes  her  absolute  property.' 
So,  in  an  early  case  it  was  decided,  that  inchoate  dower  was  so  far 
a  potential  right  of  property  that  it  was  not  divested  by  the  revo- 
lution which  resulted  in  a  separation  of  the  American  Colonies  from 
Great  Britain,  although  in  consequence  of  that  separation,  the  de- 
mandant beoame  an  alien,  and  as  such  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in 
the  lands  subsequently  acquired  by  her  husband.^  ^*  I  distinguish," 
said  Chancellor  Kent,  '^  between  the  capacity  to  acquire,  and  the 
vested  right.     The  revolution  took  away  the  one,  and  did  not  im- 
pair the  other."     And  where  the  wife  joined  her  husband  in  a  con- 
veyance of  his  lands,  releasing  her  dower  interest  therein  in  con- 
sideration of  the  conveyance  to  her  of  other  lands,  it  was  held,  that 
nlthoagh  the  transaction  of  the  husband  might  be  regarded  as 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  yet  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
interest  surrendered  by  the  wife,  she  should  be  protected.*     So 
where  the  husband  mortgaged  his  land,  and  in  consideration  of  his 
wife's  releasing  her  right  of  dower  to  the  mortgagee,  conveyed  the 
equity  of  redemption  to  a  stranger  in  fee  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife, 
but  by  a  deed  containing  no  declaration  of  the  trust,  and  purporting 
to  be  for  the  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money,  it  was  held,  as  against 
creditors  of  the  husband,  that  the  relinquishment  of  the  right  of 
dower  was  a  valid  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of  the  equity 
of  redemption ;  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  what 
was  the  true  consideration  ;  that  if  the  transaction  was  in  fact  so 
made,  was  honest,  and  the  value  of  the  right  of  dower  equivalent 
to  that  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  the  conveyance  was  valid.*  Re- 
ferring to  the  inchoate  right  relinquished  by  the  wife,  the  court 
remarked :  ''  It  was  a  valuable  interest  which  is  frequently  the  sub- 
ject of  contract  and  bargain ;   it  was  an  interest  which  the  law 

1  3  Rer.  Stat.  N.  t.  5  ed.,  p.  614,  J  65 ;  Stat.  Minn.  (1858,)  p.  602,  §{  36,  37  j  Code 
Va.  (1849,)  p.  474,  }  3 ;  1  Md.  Code,  p.  78,  J  33.  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xvi.,  {{  31, 32  ;  ch. 
23,  ;  30. 

*  Bartlett  v.  Van  Zandt,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  396.     See,  also,  vol.  !.,  ch.  xxiii.,  }2  31-33. 
'  Kellj  V.  Harrison,  2  John.  Cas  29.  *  Qaarles  v.  Lacj,  4  Muaf.  251. 

*  Bollard  t».  Briggs,  7  Pick.  533. 
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recognizes  as  the  subject  of  conveyance  by  fine  in  England,  and  bj 
deed  with  ns.  It  is  more  or  less  valnable,  according  to  the  relative 
ages,  constitutions,  and  habits  of  the  husband  and  wife.  It  is  more 
than  a  possibility,  and  may  well  be  denominated  a  contingent  m- 
terest.'*  And  the  general  doctrine  is,  that  a  contract  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  by  which  she  receives  money  or  property,  in  consider- 
ation of  releasing  her  contingent  right  of  dower  in  the  husband's 
lands,  if  reasonable,  and  fairly  entered  into,  will  be  sustained  in 
equity.^  In  Kentucky,  the  courts  have  gone  so  far  as  to  sustain  a 
bill  by  the  wife  during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  to  set  aside  and 
declare  void  a  conveyance  fraudulently  executed  by  him  in  contem- 
plation of  marriage,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  her  dower.*  Al- 
though, therefore,  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  can  not  be  properly 
denominated  an  estate  in  lands,  nor  indeed  a  vested  interest  therein, 
and  notwithstanding  the  difficulty  of  defining  with  accuracy  the 
precise  legal  qualities  of  the  interest,  it  may  nevertheless  be  fairly 
deduced  from  the  authorities,  that  it  is  a  substantial  right,  possess- 
ing, in  contemplation  of  law,  the  attributes  of  property,  and  to  be 
estimated  and  valued  as  such.' 

Legislative  power  over  inchoate  dower. 

7.  Intimately  connected  with  this  subject  is  the  question  of  the 
extent  of  the  legislative  power  over  the  inchoate  right  of  dower,  a 
question  which  has  undergone  judicial  consideration  in  several  cases 
contained  in  the  American  reports.  In  Jackson  v.  Edwards,^  in 
discussing  the  effect  of  sales  in  partition,  and  whether,  under  the 

1  See  the  foUowing  additional  cases  Id  which  this  point  is  ruled :  Garlick  v. 
Strong,  3  Paige,  440 ;  Harvej  v.  Alexander,  1  Rand.  219;  Tajlor  v.  Moore,  2  Rand. 
563;  Blow  v.  Majnard,  2  Leigh,  29,  47 ;  Caldwell  v.  Bower,  17  Mlsso.  564;  Hoot  v. 
Sorrel,  11  Ala.  386 ;  Williams  v.  Williams,  3  West.  Law  Month.  157 ;  Ward  v.  Crottj, 
4  Met.  {Kj')  59 ;  Nims  v.  Bigelow,  45  N.  H.  343.  A  promissory  note  given  to  the 
wife  by  the  purchaser  in  consideration  of  the  release  by  her  of  her  contingent  dower 
interest,  will  be  protected  from  her  husband's  creditors.  Nims  o.  Bigelow,  tupra.  But 
where,  aAer  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  wife  alleged  that  during  his  lifetime  she 
bad  relinquished  her  dower  in  a  portion  of  his  estate,  upon  the  faith  of  a  verbal 
promise  by  him  that  he  would  compensate  her  therefor,  and  filed  a  bill  against  his 
representatives  fo/  specific  performance,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  inad- 
missible to  establish  the  alleged  agreement.    HaU  v.  Hall,  2  McCord*s  Ch.  269. 

»  Petty  V.  Petty,  4  B.  Mon.  216. 

'  See  Cord  on  Rights  of  Married  Women,  p.  265,  note. 

*  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  7  Paige,  391. 
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Statutes  of  New  York,  they  divested  inchoate  dower,  McCoun,  Vice 
Chancellor,  said :  *^  It  is  undoobtedlj  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  provide  hj  law  for  divesting  a  wife  in  these  cases  of  her  right  of 
dower  in  lands  held  in  common  by  her  husband.  The  legislature 
may,  indeed,  abolish  the  common  law  right  of  dower  altogether." 
In  the  Court  of  Errors,  where  the  case  was  afterwards  taken,  Bron- 
son,  J.,  expressed  these  views  :  ^^  It  may  well  be  provided  by  law 
that  a  particular  description  of  estate  shall  not  be  created  in  future, 
but  it  is  quite  a  different  question  whether  a  legal  estate  already 
existing  can  be  taken  from  one  and  given  to  another."^  Upon  the 
same  point  Senator  Verplanck  reasoned  as  follows :  '^  The  right  of 
dower,  like  all  other  rights  of  property,  whether  actual,  initiate, 
or  contingent,  is  subject  to  such  alterations  or  modifications  of  its 
future  character  as  the  policy  of  the  statute  law  may  prescribe. 
Inchoate  rights  of  dower,  like  other  rights  if  vested  before  the  en- 
actment of  a  new  statute,  may  be  beyond  its  operation.  I  will 
not  venture  thus  extra-judicially  to  say  how  far,  and  when,  such  an 
exemption  from  a  new  statute  would  apply  as  to  prior  rights ;  but 
certainly  all  other  rights  of  dower,  like  all  other  estates  acquired 
after  the  passing  of  a  statute,  must  be  wholly  governed  and  modi- 
fied by  it.*'*  The  case  of  Lawrence  v.  Miller,'  arose  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  New  York,  directing  a  sale  of  lands 
of  a  decedent  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  requiring  the 
widow's  dower  to  be  included  in  the  sale,  she  to  receive,  in  lieu  of  her 
interest  in  the  lands,  a  proportionate  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  The  principal  question  was  whether  these  provisions  applied 
to  a  case  where  the  inchoate  dower  right  had  attached  before  the 
enactment  took  effect,  although  the  husband  had  died  subsequently, 
and  where  dower  by  metes  and  bounds  had  been  actually  assigned 
to  the  widow  upon  her  application,  before  the  institution  of  pro- 
ceedings for  a  sale.  For  the  widow,  it  was  argued,  that  her  dower 
attached  upon  the  land  at  the  moment  of  its  acquisition  by  the  hus- 
band, as  an  incident  of,  and  a  right  conferred  by  the  marriage  con- 
tract ;  and  therefore  that  she  could  not  be  compelled  to  surrender 
her  interest  in  the  lands  and  receive  an  equivalent  in  money  with- 
out a  plain  infraction  of  the  provisions  of  the  State  and  Federal 


1  Jackson  v,  Edwards,  22  Wend.  498,  613. 

s  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  22  Wend.  619. 

*  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  I  Sandf.  S.  C.  516 ;  s.  c.  2  Comst.  246. 
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Constitutions.  But  the  Superior  Court  decided  adversely  to  this 
proposition.  "  The  plaintiff,"  the  court  said,  "  did  not  marry  on 
the  strength  of  this  property,  or  any  other  property.  The  law  pre- 
sumes her  to  have  been  impelled  by  higher  and  purer  motives,  to 
enter  into  the  marriage  relation.  The  rights  she  acquired  were 
only  such  as  the  law  had  attached  to  her  condition.  The  same 
power  that  created  them  from  motives  of  public  polioy  or  municipal 
regulation,  can  alter,  or  change,  or  even  destroy  them,  from  the 
same  motives.  .  .  .  Though  marriage  is  a  contract,  it  differs  from 
other  contracts  in  this,  that  the  rights,  obligations  and  duties  arising 
from  it  are  not  left  entirely  to  be  regulated  by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties,  but  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  matters  of  municipal  regula- 
tion, over  which  the  parties  have  no  control  by  any  declaration  of 
their  will.**  But  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  was  reversed,  that  court  holding  that  the  statute 
had  no  application  as  against  the  widow  where  dower  had  been 
assigned  before  proceedings  had  been  commenced  for  an  order  of 
sale.  And  Shankland,  J.,  in  discussing  the  points  involved,  added  : 
"But  there  is  another  reason,  in  my  opinion,  for  limiting  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Act  in  question  to  cases  of  marriage  occurring  after 
the  first  of  January,  1830,  more  potent  than  any  of  those  above 
rendered.  It  is,  that  if  the  Act  should  be  construed  to  include  the 
cases  of  dower  where  the  marriage  and  seizin  of  the  husband  occur- 
red prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Act,  it  would  be  void  by  the  pro^ 
visions  of  the  tenth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  That  section  declares  that  no  State  shall 
pass  any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts ;  and  as  the 
widow's  right  to  dower  is  a  right  acquired  by  the  marriage  contract, 
and  one  of  the  benefits  promised  to  her  by  the  law  of  the  contract, 
in  consideration  of  her  entering  into  that  relation,  it  comes  fairly 
within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution, as  a  contract  which  can  not  be  impaired  by  subsequent  legis- 
lation. The  right  of  dower  attaches  at  the  instant  of  the  marriage, 
and  can  not  be  defeated  by  the  alienation  of  the  husband  alone.  In 
the  case  of  Kelly  v,  Harrison,^  the  principle  was  established,  that 
by  the  marriage  and  seizin  of  the  husband,  the  wife's  right  to  dower 
became  a  vested  right,  and  could  not  be  impaired  by  the  subsequent 
acts  of  the  Government,  and  of  course,  not  by  subsequent  legisla- 

1  Eellj  V,  Harrison,  2  John.  Cas.  29. 
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tioD The  law  of  dower  which  existed  at  the  time  of  the 

marriage  and  seizin  of  the  husband  is  the  law  of  the  contract  which 
they  entered  into,  and  the  courts  should  give  such  a  construction  to 
State  legislation,  if  possible,  as  not  to  make  it  conflict  with  consti- 
tutional provisions."  The  court,  however,  did  not  pass  upon  the 
constitutional  question,  placing  their  decision  upon  the  ground  be- 
fore stated,  that  an  application  for  authority  to  sell  the  dower  in- 
terest of  the  widow  came  too  late  after  there  had  been  an  assign- 
ment by  metes  and  bounds.* 

8.  In  Moore  v.  The  City  of  New  York,^  lands  of  the  husband 
had  been  appropriated  to  public  uses  under  the  authority  of  a  legis- 
lative enactment,  and  the  entire  value  estimated  by  the  commis- 
sioners appointed  under  the  statute,  paid  to  the  husband.  In  a 
proceeding  for  dower  instituted  by  the  wife  after  the  death  of  her 
husband,  it  was  held,  that  by  these  proceedings  her  contingent  right 
was  divested.*  In  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  Superior  Court,  it 
was  said :  ^'  The  right  being  merely  an  incident  to  the  marriage  re- 
lation, it  seems  to  us  that  while  that  right  is  thus  inchoate,  and 
before  it  has  become  vested  by  the  death  of  the  husband,  any  regu- 
lation of  it  may  be  made  by  the  legislature,  though  its  operation  is, 
in  effect,  to  divest  the  right ;  the  marriage  relation  itself  being 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  modify  or  even  abolish  it." 
In  the  Court  of  Appeals  similar. views  were  expressed.  '^  Dower  is 
not  the  result  of  contract,"  observed  Gardiner,  J.,  "  but  a  positive 
institution  of  the  State,  founded  on  reasons  of  public  policy.  To 
entitle  to  dower,  it  is  true,  there  must  be  a  marriage,  which  our  law 
regards  in  some  respects  as  a  civil  contract.  So  the  death,  and 
seizin  of  lands  by  the  husband  during  coverture  are  also  necessary 
to  establish  a  right  to  this  estate.  But  they  are  not  embraced  by, 
nor  are  they  the  subjects  of  the  marriage  contract.  The  estate  is 
by  law  made  an  incident  of  the  marriage  relation,  and  the  death 
and  seizin  of  one  of  the  parties  are  conditions  on  which  it  comes 
into  existence.  It  stands,  like  an  estate  by  the  curtesy,  on  the 
foundations  of  positive  law It  is  because  dower  is  an  inci- 
dent of  the  marriage  relation,  established  by  positive  institutions 
of  the  country,  and  not  by  contract,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 

'  Jewett,  G.  J.,  and  Bronson  and  Hoyt,  JJ.,  dissented.     See,  also,  Lawrence  v. 
Brown,  I  Seld.  394. 
s  Moore  o.  The  Citj  of  New  York,  4  Sandf.  S.  C.  456;  s.  c.  4  Seld.  110. 
>  See  vol  i.,  ch.  zzvii. 
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dower,  although  the  marriage  is  consammated  abroad,  where  the 
common  law  does  not  obtain/*^ 

9.  In  an  early  case  in  New  Hampshire,  the  conrt  incidentally 
alluded  to  this  subject  in  the  following  terms :  ^^  The  right  to  prose- 
cutions in  a  particular  time,  or  manner,  may,  perhaps,  be  modified, 
or  taken  away  at  any  period  before  actions  are  commenced.  So, 
also,  may  the  rights  oifemmei  covert  to  dower  at  any  period  before 
the  death  of  their  husbands ;  and  so  the  right  of  the  next  akin  to 
a  relation's  estate,  at  any  period  before  the  relation's  death.  But 
it  is  questionable  whether  even  these  rights,  though  inchoate  and 
in  mere  expectancy,  can  be  taken  from  one  portion  of  the  com- 
munity and  be  left  unmolested  with  another  portion."^  In  a  recent 
case  in  Maine,  the  question  was  whether  the  statute  of  184P  re- 
stricting the  widow's  right  of  dower  in  lands  mortgaged  by  the 
husband  before  marriage,  to  the  value  of  the  estate,  after  deducting 
the  amount  paid  for  the  redemption  of  the  mortgage,  applied  where 
the  mortgage  had  been  redeemed  before  the  passage  of  the  Act.  It 
was  held  that  it  applied  to  all  cases  where  the  death  of  the  husband 
occurred  after  the  statute  took  efiect.  The  court  said :  '^  At  the 
time  when  the  mortgage  was  discharged,  the  demandant  had  an 
inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  premises  in  which  dower  is  demanded. 
But  it  was  only  an  inchoate  right,  subject,  before  it  was  matured, 
to  be  modified,  changed,  or  even  abolished  by  legislative  enactment. 
It  could  not  have  matured  until  the  decease  of  the  husband,  which 
was  on  October  26,  1854,  prior  to  which  time,  namely,  on  August 
1,  1841,  our  Revised  Statutes  went  into  operation."*  So  in  Penn- 
sylvania, it  has  been  held,  that  ^'  there  is  no  constitutional  pro- 
vision guarding  the  common  law  right  of  dower ;  it  is  not  part  of 
the  marriage  contract.  It  results  from  wedlock  by  the  operation 
of  existing  laws  at  the  time  of  the  husband's  death."^  In  Philips 
V,  Disney,^  determined  in  Ohio,  one  ground  of  defence  insisted  upon 
was,  that  as  by  the  statute  of  1824,  "  regulating  dower,"  all  former 
laws  on  the  subject  were  repealed  without  any  saving  clause,  and 
as  the  premises  in  controversy  were  conveyed  previous  to  the  en- 
actment of  that  law,  there  was  no  seizin  of  the  husband  after  that 
date,  to  which  a  right  of  dower  could  attach.     The  point  was  left 

1  Moore  v.  The  City  of  New  York,  4  Seld.  110. 

<  Merrill  v.  Sherburne,  1  N.  H.  199,  214. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  ch.  95,  {IS.  ^  Barbour  v.  Barbour,  46  Maine,  9. 

ft  Melizet'8  Appeal,  17  Pa.  St.  449.         «  Philips  v,  Disnej,  16  Ohio,  639,  654. 
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undecided,  the  court  remarking  that  they  were  not  prepared  to  saj 
that  the  position  could  be  Bustained.  But  Hitchcock,  G.  J.,  added : 
"  There  can,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  no  doubt  that  the  General  As- 
sembly have  the  power  to  change  the  law  of  dower,  and  so  to  change 
it  that  a  widow  may  be  endowed  of  one-half  or  more  of  the  real 
estate  of  which  her  husband  shall  be  seized  after  the  change,  and 
during  coverture,  or  that  she  may  be  endowed  only  of  the  estate 
of  which  he  may  die  seized.  And  such  law  would  be  effective  and 
operative  in  all  cases  except  such  in  which  the  dower  right  had 
become  vested  by  the  death  of  the  husband  previous  to  the  enact- 
ment of  the  law."  In  the  late  case  of  Weaver  v.  Gregg,^  in  the 
aame  court,  the  ruling  in  Moore  v.  The  City  of  New  York,*  was 
followed  and  approved.^ 

10.  This  question  has  also  undergone  judicial  inquiry  in  the 
courts  of  Indiana,  on  several  occasions.  By  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  1852,  of  that  State,  tenancy  in  dower  is  abolished,  and  a  fee 
simple  estate  in  one  third  of  the  husband's  lands  substituted  in  its 
stead.^  The  question  arose  whether  this  enactment  applied  to  all 
lands  of  which  the  husband  was  seized  after  it  took  effect,  including 
those  acquired  prior  thereto.  The  court  held  that  the  law  in  force 
at  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  by  death,  is  the  measure  of  the 
rights  of  the  survivor :  that  marriage  is  not  simply  a  contract,  but 
a  public  institution,  not  reserved  by  any  constitutional  provision 
from  legislative  control ;  and  all  rights  in  property  growing  out  of 
the  marriage  relation,  are  alike  subject  to  regulation  by  the  legis- 
lative power :  that  the  legislature  is  competent  to  increase  or  di- 
minish dower,  or  to  substitute  a  larger  estate  for  it,  or  even  to 
abolish  dower  inchoate  altogether.  And  as  the  result  of  these 
premises,  it  was  determined,  that  where  the  husband  died  subse- 
quently to  the  date  when  the  statute  became  operative,  the  widow — 
no  rights  of  creditors  intervening — takes  one-third  of  his  real  estate 
in  fec.^  In  discussing  the  points  involved,  the  court  remarked  : 
^^  Some  confusion  has  arisen  from  confounding  the  contract  to  marry 
with  the  marriage  relation  itself.  And  still  more  is  engendered  by 
regarding  husband  and  wife  as  strictly  parties  to  a  subsisting  con- 

1  Weaver  r.  Gregg,  6  Ohio  St.  547. 

'  If  oore  V.  The  City  of  New  York,  tupra. 

>  See,  also,  Little  Miami  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Jones,  6  Weekly  Law  Qas.  N.  S.  pp.  5,  7. 

«  1  Rev.  Stet  Ind.  (1S52,)  ch.  27,  p.  250,  {{  16,  17.    See  yoL  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  2S. 

^  Noel  V.  BwiDg,  9  Ind.  37. 
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tract.  At  common  law,  marriage  as  a  status  had  few  elements  of 
contract  about  it.  For  instance,  no  other  contract  merged  the  legal 
existence  of  the  parties  into  one.  Other  distiiictive  elements  will 
readily  suggest  themselves,  which  rob  it  of  most  of  its  characteristics 
as  a  contract,  and  leave  it  simply  as  a  status  or  institution.  As  such, 
it  is  not  so  much  the  result  of  private  agreement  as  of  public  ordi- 
nation. In  every  enlightened  government,  it  is  pre-eminently  the 
basis  of  civil  institutions,  and  thus  an  object  of  the  deepest  public  con- 
cern. In  this  light  marriage  is  more  than  a  contract.  It  is  not  a 
mere  matter  of  pecuniary  consideration.  It  is  a  great  public  insti- 
tution, giving  character  to  our  whole  civil  polity.  Hence,  as  be- 
tween husband  and  wife,  there  is  no  constitutional  provision  pro- 
tecting the  marriage  itself,  or  the  property  incident  to  it,  from 
legislative  control,  by  general  law,  upon  such  terms  as  public  policy 
may  dictate.  The  sovereign  power  may,  by  general  enactment, 
regulate  and  mould  their  relative  rights  and  duties  at  pleasure. 
And  the  statute  in  force  at  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  death, 
is  the  measure  of  the  survivor's  rights."  .  Perkins,  J.,  dissented, 
holding  that  the  law  should  be  construed  to  operate  prospectively, 
only.  '*  At  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  parties,*'  he  said,  "and 
the  purchase  of  the  property  in  question,  the  entire  fee  simple  in 
real  estate  purchased  by  the  husband,  became  by  law  his — vested 
in  him.  He  could  convey  it  by  deed  while  living,  and  by  will  at 
death,  subject  only  to  the  wife's  right  of  dower — a  right  to  the  use 
of  one-third  of  it  during  such  period  of  time  as  she  might  outlive 
her  husband.  By  a  law  passed  after  the  marriage,  and  after  the 
purchase  of  the  property,  the  husband  was  deprived,  if  the  law  is 
to  operate  immediately,  of  the  right  of  conveying  by  deed  or  will, 
one-third  of  the  fee  simple  of  his  property  ;  and  the  existing  dower 
right  of  the  wife  was  enlarged  to  a  contingent  right  in  fee  simple 

to  one-third  of  such  property In  effect  the  statute  transfers 

from  the  husband  tothe  wife,  one-third  of  the  fee  in  his  real  prop- 
erty, but  subject  to  revert  to  him  should  he  survive  her.  This  is 
substantially  the  transfer  of  the  property  of  one  person  to  another, 
by  the  legislature.  But  it  has  been  said  that  the  husband  and  wife 
are  two  persons  in  one,  and  hence  that  transferring  property  from 
one  to  the  other  of  them,  can  not  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  an  ordi- 
nary case  of  transferring  it  from  one  individual  to  another.  The 
proposition  is  not  true.  However  closely  connected  should  be  the 
union  of  husband  and  wife,  (and  it  can  not  be  too  close — the  merger 
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of  the  individual  too  complete),  still  it  must  be  conceded  to  be 
settled  law,  that  as  to  rights  of  property,  the  husband  and  wife  are 
regarded  as  two  persons,  having  separate  interests.  This  is  admitted 
equally  by  those  who  hold  marriage  a  contract,  simply,  and  those 
who  hold  it  a  contract  and  statiLS  combined,  and  those  who  hold  it 
a  sacrament.  .  .  .  The  respective  rights  of  property,  then,  in  hus- 
band and  wife,  are  protected  by  the  Constitution,  as  are  the  rights 
of  property  in  other  individuals.  ....  In  the  view  I  have  taken 
of  the  case,  it  has  not  been  necessary  to  speak  of  the  wife's  con- 
tingent right  of  dower.  Perhaps  the  legisbiture  might  change  that 
as  against  her.  The  question  here  is  upon  the  right  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  deprive  the  absolute  owner  of  property  of  the  right  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  no  public  necessity  or  interest  intervening  to  be  sub- 
served." 

11.  In  a  subsequent  case  arising  under  the  same  statute,  the 
question  of  the  legislative  power  to  abolish  inchoate  dower,  was 
fairly  presented  and  determined.  A  hasband,  prior  to  the  taking 
effect  of  the  Act  in  question,  was  the  owner  of  lands,  and  conveyed 
them  in  fee  simple,  his  wife  not  joining,  and  died  after  the  statute 
went  into  operation.  It  was  held  that  the  widow  could  take  neither 
dower  nor  one-third  in  fee.^  The  following  is  from  the  opinion  de- 
livered in  the  case :  '^  The  land  in  question  was  owned  by  the  hus- 
band in  1844,  a  point  of  time  during  the  coverture, — was  conveyed 
by  him  in  that  year,  and  the  wife  did  not  join  in  the  deed.  And 
had  the  law  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  remained  the  same  as  it 
was  when  the  land  was  conveyed,  the  widow  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  the  land — being  a  dower 
estate.  But  the  law  did  not  remain  the  same.  On  the  6th  of 
May,  1853,  it  was  changed  ;  dower  was  abolished,  and  the  right  to 
a  fee  simple  substituted  in  place  of  the  right  to  dower.  And  the 
question  is  whether  this  latter  statute  operated  to  enlarge  the  estate 
of  the  widow  into  a  fee  in  lands  conveyed  by  the  husband  while  the 
wife  had  but  an  inchoate  dower  right.  For,  under  the  decision  in 
Noel  V,  Ewing,^  the  widow  in  this  case  has  a  fee  simple  right  or 
nothing.  In  that  case  it  was  decided  that  the  Act  of  1853  was  not 
prospective,  but  immediate  in  its  operation.  .  .  .  That  inchoate 
rights  of  dower  were  abolished ;  and  all  the  judges  conceded  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  abolish  such  rights,  because  they  were 

1  Strong  V,  Clem,  12  Ind.  37.  '  Noel  v.  Ewing,  supra. 
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not  consummate.  ...  It  did  not  decide  the  question  now  before 
the  court.  In  the  Ewing  case,  the  husband  had  not  conveyed  the 
land  for  a  consideration  before  the  new  Act  took  effect.  In  the  case 
now  before  the  court  he  had."  After  showing  that  the  statute 
could  not  affect  the  vested  rights  of  the  purchaser,  the  court  pro- 
ceeded :  ^^  The  plaintiff,  then,  can  not  maintain  this  action  upon  the 
dower  right  of  the  widow.  That  never  vested.  Before  the  death 
of  her  husband,  the  event  necessary  to  the  consummation  of  that 
right,  the  right  itself  was  abolished  by  law.  The  law  came  in  the 
place  of  the  death  of  the  wife,  and  determined  the  contingency  as 
to  the  vesting  of  dower  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  of  the  land.  The 
plaintiff  can  not  maintain  his  action  upon  the  fee  simple  right,  as  it 
never  vested.  .  .  .  The  statute  attempting  to  create  that  estate 
being,  so  far  as  applicable  to  this  case,  void.'*^ 

12.  In  the  case  of  Burke  v.  Barron,'  the  question  was  adverted 
to,  but  not  decided.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Lucas  v.  Sawyer,^ 
the  Iowa  court  adopted  in  its  fullest  extent,  the  doctrine  applied 
to  the  cases  determined  in  Indiana,  and  held  that  the  dower  right 
of  the  wife  may,  at  any  time  before  the  husband's  death,  be  en- 
larged, abridged,  or  entirely  taken  away.  In  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,^ 
Wilkins,  J.,  expressed  a  decided  opinion  that  an  inchoate  right  of 
dower  is  beyond  legislative  control.  "  As  the  law  treats  marriage 
in  no  other  light  than  as  a  civil  contract,"  he  observed,  '^  between 
parties  able  and  willing  to  contract,  and  although  the  husband  and 
wife  are  as  one  person  as  to  many  legal  consequences  of  their  union, 
yet  the  latter  is,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  vested  with  a  personal 
individual  interest  in  her  husband's  real  estate,  which  the  law 
shields  and  protects  for  her  exclusive  benefit.  This  right  is  always 
implied,  and  in  many  ecclesiastical  nuptial  celebrations  it  is  ex- 
pressed in  Hotis  verbis ;'  'of  all  my  worldly  estate  I  thee  endow,' 
can  not  be  considered  as  mere  words  of  ceremony  without  substantial 
meaning.  It  is  a  right  inchoate,  then,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ; 
suspended  during  coverture,  yet  untransferrable  without  her  con- 
sent ;  attaching  to  the  realty  as  a  valid  title  of  an  estate  for  life, 
on  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  can  only  be  barred  by  her  own 

1  A ]iproYed  and  followed  in  Logan  v.  Walton,  12  Ind.  639;  Qiles  v.  Gullion,  13 
Ind.  487 ;  Frantz  v.  Harrow,  Ibid.  607  ;  Strong  v.  DenniSi  Ibid.  514,  See,  also, 
Kennerl J  v.  Misso  Ins.  Co.,  1 1  Misso.  204. 

>  Burke  v.  Barron,  8  Clarke,  (Iowa),  132.        *  Lucas  v.  Sawyer,  17  Iowa,  517. 

*  Johnston  v,  Yandjke,  6  McLean,  422. 
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act,  and  not  by  subsequent  legislative  provisions."  But  the  case 
did  not  call  for  a  decision  upon  this  point.^  In  a  case  determined 
in  Georgia,  the  court  thus  referred  to  the  rights  of  the  wife  in  the 
estate  of  her  husband :  ''  Dower  is  a  favorite  of  the  law.  The  Acts 
of  1841  and  1850,  show  how  cautious  our  own  legislature  has  been, 
not  to  interfere  with  the  right,  forcibly  and  against  the  will  of  the 
wife,  and  that  too,  even  in  cases  where  there  would  seem  to  be  an 
apparent  necessity  to  do  so.  Her  consent  to  take  money  in  lieu  of 
dower,  would  seem  to  be  indispensable  in  all  cases.  True  the  right 
of  Mrs.  Cyrus  A.  Boyston  is  inchoate  ;  still,  it  is  not  contingent ; 
she  can  not  be  deprived  of  it,  neither  by  the  act  of  her  husband,  nor 
of  the  law.  To  divest  her  of  it,  her  voluntary  relinquishment  must 
be  procured."*  So  in  Moreau  v.  Detchmendy,'  the  court  held  that 
rights  of  property  attaching  in  virtue  of  the  marriage  agreement, 
can  not  be  abrogated  by  subsequent  legislation. 

IS.  The  foregoing  comprise  all  the  cases  in  which  this  question 
is  discussed  that  have  fallen  under  the  observation  of  the  writer. 
The  spirit  of  innovation  prevailing  in  many  of  the  States,  as  mani- 
fested by  the  numerous  legislative  provisions  which  have  been 
adopted  on  the  subject  of  marital  rights,  has  invested  it  with  no 
ordinary  degree  of  importance^  and  for  this  reason  the  views  and 
arguments  of  the  courts  with  regard  to  it,  have  been  liberally  re- 
produced in  these  pages.  While  it  may  be  conceded  that  a  majority 
of  the  adjudged  cases  sanction  the  proposition  that  inchoate  dower 
rights  are  subject  to  the  legislative  power,  and  may  be  divested  by 
its  exercise,  the  nature  of  the  interests  involved,  and  the  gravity  of 
the  question  itself,  seem  to  justify  an  examination  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  those  cases  have  proceeded. 

14.  Much  of  the  reasoning  by  which  it  is  sought  to  establish  the 
legality  of  this  power,  is  directed  to  the  support  of  the  doctrine  that 
the  right  of  dower  does  not  spring  from  any  contract  of  the  parties ; 
in  other  words,  that  the  parties  to  a  marriage  are  not  to  be  under- 
stood as  stipulating,  as  a  part  of  the  marriage  agreement,  that  the 
wife  shall  have  dower  according  to  the  law  then  in  force ;  but  is 
created  solely  by  positive  law ;  and  from  these  premises  the  result 
is  deduced,  that  it  may  be  controlled  by  the  same  power  from  which 

1  McLean,  J.,  who  participated  in  the  determination  of  the  case,  inclined  to  the 
opInioQ  that  inchoate  dower  maj  be  divested  bjr  the  exercise  of  the  legislative 
power. 

>  Rojston  9.  Rojston,  21  Geo.  161.     '  Moreaa  v.  Detchmendj,  18  Misso.  522. 

VOL.  n.  2 
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it  derives  its  existence.  What  the  law  creates,  that  it  may  destroy, 
is  the  pith  and  substance  of  the  argument. 

15.  That  dower  does  not  proceed  from  the  marriage  contract,  and 
that  it  is  the  creature  of  municipal  law,  has  been  already  shown.^ 
But  it  may  be  doubted  whether  this  is  material  to  the  correct  solu- 
tion of  the  question  under  consideration.  Whether  an  estate,  or  & 
right  of  property,  is  conferred  by  law,  or  by  contract,  seems  an  unim- 
portant inquiry  with  reference  to  the  question  of  the  constitutional 
power  of  the  legislature  to  divest  it.  In  one  sense,  ordinary  con- 
tracts become  operative  and  create  mutual  rights  and  obligations 
by  force  of  positive  law.  It  is  by  express  enactment  that  certain 
terms  and  formalities  employed  in  the  execution  of  deeds  and  wills 
have  the  effect  to  transmit  titles  to  real  estate.  The  Statute  of  Uses 
of  Henry  YIIL,  affords  a  striking  illustration  of  this.  Before 
that  statute  the  cestui  que  use  took  a  mere  equitable  interest  under 
the  conveyance.  The  statute,  by  force  of  its  operative  power,  in- 
stantly executed  the  use  by  clothing  him  with  the  legal  title.  Similar 
enactments  are  in  force  in  several  of  the  States.*  Under  their  pro- 
visions, a  deed  executed  to  A.  in  trust  for  B.,  will  immediately  in- 
vest B.  with  a  legal  title.  What  difference  does  it  make,  with  respect 
to  rights  of  property,  whether  they  flow,  by  force  and  operation  of 
law,  from  the  observance  of  certain  formalities,  or  attach,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  as  an  incident  to  a  particular  relation  ?  If  the  law  de- 
clare that  the  delivery  of  an  instrument  of  writing  known  as  a  deed, 
containing  particuler  words  and  executed  in  a  particular  manner, 
shall  pass  to  the  gr^^ntee  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  or  that  a  contract 
of  marriage  shall  confer  upon  the  wife  an  estate  for  life  in  the  lands 
of  her  husband,  where  is  the  difference,  in  principle,  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  respective  parties  in  whose  favor  the  estates  attach  ?  It  is 
true,  that  in  the  one  case,  a  life  estate  only,  is  created ;  but  this 
consideration  goes  merely  to  the  value  of  the  estate — not  to  the 
question  of  the  right  to  its  enjoyment. 

16.  It  will  not  be  pretended  that  an  estate  in  fee  created  by  deed 
can  be  divested  by  the  legislative  power,  except  for  a  public  use 
and  upon  just  compensation.  Neither  will  it  be  claimed  that  an 
estate  in  fee  created  by  force  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  can  be  impaired 
by  that  power  except  for  a  similar  purpose.*    If  the  law  invested 

1  Ante,  22  1,  2.  «  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xix.,  22  3,  19 ;  ch.  xii.,  2  29. 

»  See  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87;  Butler  v.  Palmer,  1  Hill,  324;  Gillinore  v. 
Shooter's  Ezr.,  2  Mod.  310 ;  Couch,  q.  t.,  v.  Jeffries,  4  Burr.  2460 ;  ChurchiU  v.  Crease, 
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the  wife,  upon  her  marriage,  with  an  absolute  right  in  fee  simple  in 
a  portion  of  her  husband's  lands,  could  that  right  be  interfered  with 
by  subsequent  legislation  ?  That  it  could  not  is  virtually  conceded 
by  the  reasoning  in  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject;^  for  it  is  uni- 
formly held,  that  as  soon  as  the  inchoate  right  has  become  consum- 
mate by  the  death  of  the  husband,  it  is  beyond  the  reach  of  legisla- 
tive action.  And  yet  an  absolute  right  of  dower  is  as  much  a 
creature  of  the  law  as  an  inchoate  right.  In  neither  case  does  the 
interest  proceed  from  any  agreement,  express  or  implied,  of  the 
parties.  The  assumption,  therefore,  that  inchoate  dower  may  be 
abolished  by  law,  because  it  is  created  by  law,  does  not  seem  to  be 
well  founded ;  for  upon  that  principle  dower  might  be  divested  as 
well  where  it  was  consummate  as  where  it  was  contingent. 

17.  Upon  what  ground,  then,  may  this  legislative  power  be  con- 
stitutionally exercised  ?  If  dower  consummate  is  not  subject  to  it, 
and  dower  inchoate  is,  consistency  requires  that  the  distinction 
taken  should  be  placed  on  the  actual  or  supposed  difference  in  the 
nature  of  the  two  rights.  This  view,  it  will  be  perceived,  has  no 
reference  to  the  manner  in  which  the  interest  is  created  or  the 
source  from  which  it  is  derived,  but  to  the  inherent  qualities  of  the 
right  itself.  If  inchoate  dower  may  be  controlled  or  impaired 
simply  because  of  its  uncertain  and  contingent  nature,  the  mode  or 
manner  in  which  it  is  brought  into  existjgnce, — whether  by  deed  or 
by  statute, — is  wholly  immaterial.  Suppose,  then,  that  by  an  ordi- 
mry  deed  an  estate  for  life  in  certain  lands,  properly  supported  by 
a  particular  estate,  is  given  to  the  wife,  contingent  upon  the  event 
that  she  survives  her  husband.  Could  the  right  thus  conferred  be 
di\ested  by  legislation?  And  yet  in  the  case  supposed,  the  interest 
creatod  by  deed  is  contingent,  precisely  as  a  dower  interest  created 
by  law  is  contingent.  Interests  of  a  similar  character  are  frequently 
created  by  deed  or  will ;  and  that  they  can  not  be  affected  by  legis- 
lation is  believed  to  be  entirely  clear. 

18.  It  has  been  already  shown  that  inchoate  dower  is  a  valuable 
right,  and  regarded  as  such  by  the  courts  and  the  law.'  When  the 
marriage  takes  place  it  attaches  at  once  upon  all  the  lands  of  which 
the  husband  is  then  seized.  It  attaches  also  upon  all  lands  subse- 
quently acquired  by  him  the  instant  that  he  is  cloched  with  the 

2  Voore  k  Pajrae,  415;  b.  o.  5  Biog.  177;  Terringtoa  v.  HargreaTos,  3  Moore  & 
Payne,  137,  143 ;  s.  c.  5  Bing.  489;  Hawthorn  v.  Galef.,  2  Wall.  10. 
1  tSee  post,  ch.  ii.,  2  3.  *  Ante,  {  6. 
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title.  Bj  the  commoD  law,  when  lands  are  conveyed  to  the  hus- 
band, the  contingent  interest  of  the  wife  is  held  to  be  impliedly 
embraced  in  the  grant;  and  a  provision  that  she  shall  not  have  dower 
is  considered  as  repugnant  thereto,  and  therefore  void.^  In  respect 
of  the  inchoate  interest  thus  invested  in  the  wife  by  virtue  of  the 
conveyance  to  the  husband,  she  has  been  regarded  as  a  purchaser, 
and  as  such  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  statutory  privileges  extended 
to  alien  purchasers.'  The  right,  when  once  fixed,  is  paramount  to 
all  subsequent  titles  derived  through  the  husband.  In  several  of 
the  States  it  is  protected  upon  sales  made  in  legal  proceedings  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  husband.'  An  agreement  to  release  it  forms  a 
good  consideration  for  an  undertaking  to  pay  money  or  convey 
lands  to  the  wife.^  It  constitutes  an  incumbrance  for  which  the 
vendee  may  insist  upon  a  proportionate  deduction  from  the  pur- 
chase money  of  the  estate.^  Thus  recognized  and  established  as 
a  valuable  property  interest,  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  it  should 
receive  the  same  protection  against  legislative  encroachment  as  is 
extended  to  other  rights  of  property.  Legislation  abolishing  dower, 
or  modifying  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  wife,  should,  it  is  believed, 
be  held  to  operate  prospectively  only.* 

19.  That  inchoate  dower  is  subject  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  as  held  in  Moore  v.  The  City  of  New  York,'  is 

^  Vol.  i.y  cb.  xiii.,  {{  12, 13;  ch.  xiv.,  {  1.  In  Chadleigh's  case,  1  Co.  123  b.,  curtesy 
and  dower  are  spoken  of  as  estates  **  created  by  law  in  connderation  of  marriage." 

*  Sutliff  9.  B'orgey,  1  Gowen,  89.  In  tbis  case,  Woodwortb,  J.,  said  :  '*  It  can  not, 
I  think,  on  any  principle  of  sound  construction  be  said  that  the  demandant  is  not  a 
purchaser  of  tbis  right  of  dower  as  clearly  as  that  her  husband  became  seised  of  the 
fee."     And  see  Forgey  v.  Sutliff,  5  Cowen,  713 ;  ante,  vol.  i.,  ch.  9,  {  29. 

»  Ante,  {  6. 

«  Smith  V.  Smith,  6  Yes.  Jr.  189 ;  Bullard  v.  Briggs,  7  Pick.  533 ;  Oarlick  v.  Strong, 
3  Paige,  440 ;  Qnarles  v.  Lacy,  4  Manf.  251 ;  ante,  {  6. 

*  Ante,  {{  3,  4. 

*  See  Cotd  on  Rights  of  Married  Women,  p.  265,  note.  In  some  of  the  cases  in 
which  this  subject  is  discussed,  reference  is  made  to  decisions  in  Massachusetts,  sus- 
tatning  the  constitutionality  of  retroactive  statutes  abolishing  estates  in  joint  ten- 
ancy, and  converting  tbem  into  estates  in  common.  Holbrook  v.  Finney,  4  Mass. 
566;  Miller  v.  Miller,  16  Mass.  59;  Burgbardt  v.  Turner,  12  Pick.  534.  But  this 
appears  to  have  been  upon  the  ground  that  the  change  was  to  the  advantage  of  the 
parties  in  interest,  an  estate  in  common  being  regarded  as  more  beneficial  to  the 
tenants  than  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy.  See  Burke  v.  Barron,  8  Clarke,  (Iowa),  132. 

It  is  worthy  of  observation  that  in  the  late  English  Dower  Act,  no  attempt  was 
made,  even  by  the  exercise  of  Parliamentary  powers,  to  interfere  with  existing 
rights.    See  vol. !.,  Appendix,  {14. 

7  Moore  v.  The  City  of  N.  T.,  4Seld.  110;  ante,  2  8;  vol.  i.,  cb.  xxvii.,  {{  4,  5. 
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undonbtedlj  true  ;  for  in  this  respect  it  stands  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  other  property.  But  according  to  the  views  here  expressed, 
the  wife  should  be  compensated  therefor.  It  may  be  that  after  the 
Talne  of  the  entire  estate  is  ascertained,  and  the  amount  paid  over 
to  the  proper  legal  authority, — particularly  if  she  is  a  party  to  the 
proceeding, — her  right  is  transferred  from  the  land  to  the  money 
representing  it,  precisely  as  it  is  divested  in  a  sale  in  foreclosure 
under  a  mortgage  valid  against  her ;  and  that  if  she  fail  to  assert 
her  right  to  a  portion  of  the  fund,  or  if  the  authority  through  whose 
agency  the  appropriation  to  public  uses  is  made,  neglect  or  refuse 
to  protect  her  interest,  she  can  not  afterwards  set  it  up  against 
the  land.  If  the  court  should  err  in  adjudging  upon  her  rights,  her 
remedy  is  in  another  tribunal. 

20.  These  views  are  supported,  to  some  extent,  by  the  rule 
adopted  with  respect  to  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband.  It  has 
been  repeatedly  held,  that  the  right  of  the  husband  to  reduce  to 
possession  existing  choses  in  action  of  the  wife,  can  not  be  taken 
away  by  legislation.  In  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  where 
this  question  was  fully  considered,  Edwards,  J.,  said  :^  '^  This  right, 
it  is  true,  is  personal,  and  no  one  can  exercise  it  but  the  husband 
himself,  or  his  assigns,  or,  under  certain  circumstances,  his  repre- 
sentatives. It  is  not  a  right  which  can  be  taken  in  execution.^ 
Neither  will  a  court  of  equity  compel  a  husband  to  exercise  it  in 
favor  of  creditors.'  But  it  is  none  the  less  valuable  to  the  husband 
on  that  account.  ...  I  think  that  the  right  of  the  respondent  to 
recover  the  legacy  of  his  wife,  which  existed  at  the  time  that  the 
statute  in  reference  to  married  women  went  into  operation,  was 
properly  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  that  he  has 
not  been  deprived  of  it  by  the  statute."  Denio,  J.,  concurred.  "I 
am  of  opinion,"  he  said,  ^^  that  the  Act,  in  its  application  to  this 
case,  is  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  this  State.  Among  the 
limitations  of  the  powers  of  the  Government  contained  in  that  in- 
strument is  the  one  which  declares  that  ^  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  life,  liberty  or  jproper^ly,  without  due  process  of  law.'*  .  .  .  This 
provision  was  designed  to  protect  the  citizen  against  all  mere  acts 
of  power,  whether  flowing  from  the  legislative  or  executive  branches 
of  the  Government.     It  does  not,  of  course,  touch  the  right  of  the 

1  Westenrelt  v.  Gregg,  2  Kern.  202.  *  Price  v.  Sessions,  3  How.  624. 

>  Qallego  9.  Gallego,  2  Brock.  285.  «  Coast  N.  Y.,  Art.  1,2  6- 
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State  to  appropriate  private  property  to  public  nse  upon  leaking 
due  compensation,  which  is  fully  recognized  in  another  part  of  the 
Constitution ;  but  no  power  in  the  State  can  legally  confer  upon 
one  class  of  persons,  the  property  of  another  person  or  class,  with- 
out their  consent,  whatever  motives  of  policy  may  exist  in  favor  of 
such  transfer."^ 

Where  the  wife  does  not  Joirij  the  right  of  dower  is  governed  by  the 
law  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  husband* »  alienation. 

21.  This  point  seems  to  b6  well  settled  by  the  authorities.  Thus, 
in  Maryland  it  has  been  determined  that  the  Act  of  1818,  giving 
dower  in  equities  of  redemption,  has  no  application  where  the  mort- 
gage was  made  prior  to  that  date.'  So  in  Missouri,  where  land  of 
the  husband  was  sold  in  1827,  on  a  judgment  rendered  in  1824, 
and  the  law  then  in  force  divested  dower  in  land  sold  under  execu- 
tion, it  was  held  that  a  statute  subsequently  passed,  and  which  was 
in  force  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  giving  dower  in  all  land  of 
which  the  husband  had  been  seized  during  the  coverture,  did  not 
extend  to  the  land  previously  sold.^  And  in  a  case  in  Michigan,  it 
was  decided  that  a  statute  passed  in  1846,  restricting  dower  of 
non-residents  to  the  land  of  which  the  husband  died  seized,  did  not 
apply  where  the  husband  and  wife  were  residents  at  the  date  of  the 
conveyance  by  the  husband,  although  they  removed  from  the  State 
prior  to  the  passage  of  that  Act,  and  were  non-residents  at  the  time 
of  the  husband's  death.^  So  in  Indiana,  the  provisions  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  1852,  enlarging  the  right  of  the  widow  to  one- 
third  in  fee,  are  held  to  have  no  application  to  land  conveyed  by 
the  husband  previously  to  the  date  when  they  took  eifect.'     The 

T  '  ■  ■ 

1  To  the  same  effect  are  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  3  Barb.  621 ;  Holmes  «.  Holmes,  4 
Barb.  295  ;  White  v.  White,  5  Barb.  474 ;  Hard  v.  Cass,  9  Barb.  366;  Smith  v.  Col* 
Tin,  17  Barb.  157  ;  Jackson  v.  Sublett,  10  B.  Mon.  467.  But  see  Clarke  v.  McCreary, 
12  Smedes  k  M.  347  ;  Lawrence  v.  Simmons,  1  Dev.  &  B.  13. 

*  Hopkins  v.  Frey,  2  Gill,  359  ;  Mayburry  v  Brien,  15  Peters,  21. 

*  Kennerly  v.  Hisso.  Ins.  Co.,  11  Misso  204.  To  the  same  effect,  Thomas  v.  Hesse, 
34  Misso.  13. 

*  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,  6  McLean,  422.  But  the  statute  of  1846  provided  ex- 
pressly that  no  right  of  dower  which  had  already  attached,  or  vested,  should  be 
affected  thereby.  This  was  construed  to  apply  to  dower  inchoate  as  well  as  to 
dower  conf  ummate. 

*  Strong  V.  Clem,  12  Ind.  37;  Logan  t.  Walton,  Ibid.  639 ;  Giles  o.  Gnllioa,  13 
lod.  487  ;  Frantz  o.  Harrow,  Ibid.  507;  Strong  v.  Dennis,  Ibid.  514;  Galbreath  r. 
Gray,  20  Ind.  290. 
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same  doctrine  is  well  settled  in  lowa.^  So,  statutes  entitling  the 
wife  to  demand  dower  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  where  there 
has  been  a  decree  for  divorce  founded  on  his  misconduct,  do  not 
apply  to  lands  conveyed  before  their  enactment.'  But  in  Kentucky 
it  has  been  held  that  a  widow  may  demand  rents  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser from  her  husband,  from  the  time  of  filing  her  petition,  al- 
though the  land  was  conveyed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law 
under  which  her  proceeding  is  instituted.^ 

»  Darls  e.  O'Perrall,  4  G,  Greene,  168,  358  j  Young  v.  Wolcott,  1  Clarke,  174; 
O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Clarke,  381.  But  where  the  real  property  of  the  husband  was 
Bold  under  e;cecution  in  1845,  when  dower  was  regulated  by  the  common  law  rule, 
and  the  husband  died  in  1853,  when  the  statute  in  force  provided  that  the  widow 
should  have  no  dower  in  property  which  had  been  "  sold  on  execution  or  other  judi- 
cial sale,''  it  was  held  that  the  dower  right  should  be  measured  by  the  law  in  force 
at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to 
dower  in  the  property  so  sold.  Lucas  v.  Sawyer,  17  Iowa,  517.  The  court,  in  re- 
ferring to  the  earlier  decisions  in  that  State,  remarked,  that  the  point  determined  in 
those  cases  was,  that  the  right  of  the  widow  could  not  he  enlarged  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser;  not  that  it  could  not  be  abridged.  See  ante,  {12,  and  Rowland  v.  Rowland, 
4  G.  Greene,  183. 

s  Given  v.  Marr,  27  Maine,  212  ;  Curtis  v.  Hobart,  41  Maine,  230 ;  McCafferty  «. 
McCafferty,  8  Blackf.  218;  Comly  v.  Strader,  1  Carter,  134;  s.  o.  1  Smith,  75.  See 
▼ol.  i.,  ch.  31,  2  6. 

>  Yaocy  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ey.)  408. 
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Governed  hy  the  lex  ret  sitse. 

1.  Upon  the  consummation  of  the  right  of  dower,  an  inquiry 
naturally  arises  in  reference  to  the  law  by  which  it  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained and  determined.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  lex  ret  sites 
governs.  The  widow  has  dower,  not  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  the 
marriage,  nor  of  the  domicile,  but  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  particular  lands  are  situate.  The  laws  of  Louisiana  do 
not  give  dower,  yet  if  a  marriage  be  contracted  in  that  State,  or  if 
the  husband  and  wife  are  domiciled  there,  and  the  husband  die, 
leaving  lands  in  Massachusetts,  the  widow  may  have  dower  of  those 
lands  according  to  the  laws  of  Massachusetts.  So,  if  they  are  domi- 
ciled in  a  State  where  dower  is  restricted  to  lands  of  which  the 
husband  died  seized,  and  the  husband  own  lands  in  a  State 
where  the  rule  of  the  common  law  prevails,  the  widow  will  be  en- 
titled to  dower  according  to  that  rule,  in  all  lands  of  which  he  was 
so  seized  during  the  coverture,  except  so  far  as  she  has  relinquished 
her  right,  or  is  otherwise  lawlfuUy  barred.  The  extent  of  the  rights 
of  the  widow  in  the  lands  of  her  husband  is  determined  entirely  by 
the  laws  of  the  State  where  the  lands  are  situate.^ 

I  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  H  448,  454  ;  I  Washb.  R.  P.  p.  151,  {  9  ;  llderton  r.  Ilder- 
ion,  2  H.  Bl.  145;  Duncan  v.  Dick,  Walker,  281 ;  Lamar* v.  Scott,  3  Strobh.  562; 
Harding  v,  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140.     See  Barnes  v.  Cunningham,  9  Rich.  Eq.  476. 

(24) 
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2.  And  although,  as  a  general  rnle,  a  marriage  valid  where  con- 
tracted is  everywhere  valid,^  yet  if  the  laws  of  a  State  place  certain 
restrictions  upon  marriage,  and  make  void  marriages  contracted 
contrary  to  the  prohibitions  thus  imposed,  whether  entered  into 
within  the  State  or  elsewhere,  a  marriage  contracted  in  violation  of 
such  laws,  will  confer  no  right  of  dower  in  that  State.  Thus,  in 
Massachusetts,  it  is  provided  that  a  marriage  contracted  by  a  party 
wbo  is  prohibited  from  marrying  there,  and  who  goes  into  another 
State  and  there  marries,  with  intent  to  return  and  evade  the  laws 
of  the  former  State,  shall  be  void ;  and  under  this  statute  the  mar- 
riage will  be  treated  as  null,  though  valid  in  the  State  where  con- 
tracted.^ It  seems,  however,  that  a  statute  of  this  character  ap- 
plies only  to  citizens  of  the  State  where  it  is  in  force,  and  who  are 
subject  to  its  laws.'  As  a  general  rule,  unless  the  statute  contain 
express  words  of  nullity,  it  will  not  invalidate  a  marriage  celebrated 
without  the  jurisdiction  which  imposes  the  prohibition,  though  of 
parties  residing  within  it,  if  good  by  the  laws  of  the  place  where  it 
is  solemnized.^ 

Dower  consummate  can  not  be  affected  by  subsequent  legislation. 

3.  Although  there  is  some  difference  of  opinion  relative  to  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  abridge  or  abolish  dower  while  the  right 
is  inchoate,^  there  seems  to  be  no  conflict  of  authority  upon  the 
point  that  after  it  has  become  consummate,  whether  there  has  been 
an  assignment  or  not,  it  is  so  far  a  vested  right  as  to  be  beyond 
legislative  control.  And  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  widow  may 
avail  herself  of  any  interest  in  her  husband's  estate  conferred  by 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  his  death.*  It  has  been  already 
shown,  however,  that  as  against  a  purchaser  from  the  husband, 
where  the  wife  has  not  joined  in  the  conveyance,  her  right  is 

1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  Tiii.,  {{  20-22. 

s  Rev.  Stat.  Mass.  (1836,)  ch.  VS,  {  6;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  171.   SeeRegina  v.  Chad- 
wick,  1 1  Q.  B.  205. 
>  S«e  1  Washb.  R.  P.  p.  170,  {4.  «  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  tIi.,  2^5. 

•  Ante,  ch.  i.,  {{  7-20. 

*  Strong  V,  Clem,  12  lod.  37  ;  Noel  o.  Ewing,  9  Ind.  37  ;  Hendrickson  v,  Hendrick- 
son,  7  Ind.  13;  Galbreath  v.  Gray,  20  Ind.  290;  Kennerly  v.  Misao.  Ins.  Co.,  11 
Muso.  204  ;  Burke  o.  Barron,  8  Clarke,  (Iowa),  132  ;  Barbour  v.  Barbour,  46  Maine, 
9 ;  Adams  v.  Palmer,  51  Maine,  480  ;  Yancy  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  408.  See  Law- 
rence V.  Miller,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  516;  s.  c.  i2  Comst.  245 ;  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,  6  Mc- 
Lean, 422  ;  Lucas  «.  Sawyer,  17  Iowa,  517. 
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governed  by  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  purchaser  acquired 
his  title.* 


The  widow  is  not  invested  with  a  freehold  estate  until  her  dower 

has  been  assigned, 

4.  The  situation  of  a  dowress  after  the  death  of  her  husband, 
and  before  the  assignment  of  her  dower,  presents  an  anomaly  in 
the  rules  of  the  common  law.  Although  her  right  becomes  consum- 
mate by  the  death  of  her  husband,  yet  she  has  no  seizin  in  law,  nor 
has  she  any  right  of  entry,  nor  can  she  exercise  any  act  of  owner- 
ship over  the  lands  upon  which  her  right  has  attached,  until  the 
ministerial  act  of  assigning  to  her  a  third  part  in  severalty,  has 
been  performed.  It  bears  but  little  resemblance,  therefore,  to  the 
case  of  a  person  who  has  become  entitled  to  a  particular  estate  by 
way  of  remainder  or  springing  use.  And  as  her  title  to  be  endowed 
is  not  of  an  undivided  third  of  the  entirety,  but  of  a  third  part  in 
severalty,  which  third  part  can  not  be  ascertained  until  an  assign- 
ment, it  bears  no  analogy  to  the  case  of  coparceners  or  other  per- 
sons becoming  entitled  to  undivided  shares.  The  dower  interest 
of  the  widow,  while  in  this  condition,  is  governed  by  its  own  partic- 
ular circumstances,  neither  borrowing  nor  afiFording  any  analogies. 
It  is  probably  the  only  instance  in  the  law  in  which  the  right  to  the 
enjoyment  of  an  estate,  although  unopposed  by  any  adverse  pos- 
session, does  not  confer  upon  the  person  in  whom  it  is  vested,  the 
right  to  reduce  it  into  possession  by  entry.  The  entry  of  the  wife, 
upon  her  husband's  death,  without  an  assignment,  is,  by  the  books 
treated  as  an  abatement ;  and  a  dowress  in  under  a  void  assign- 
ment, may  be  regarded  as  a  disseizor.^  Until  assignment,  a  title 
of  dower  affords  no  impediment  to  the  validity  of  a  recovery ;  nor 
is  it  to  be  considered  for  any  other  purpose  as  an  outstanding  estate 
of  freehold.*  And  according  to  the  strict  rule  of  the  common  law, 
a  judgment  for  dower  will  not  of  itself  invest  the  widow  with  the 
freehold.   An  actual  entry  after  assignment,  or  a  delivery  of  seizin 


1  Ante.  ch.  L,  {  21. 

•  Park,  Dow.  334  el  seq.  j  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  387  ;  Co.  Litt.  34  b.  37  a. ;  Litt.  {  43 ; 
Perk.  2  416;  Dal.  100 ;  1  Burr.  Ill ;  I  Washb.  R.  P.  251,  J  2 ;  4  Kent,  61  ;  1  Hll- 
liard,  R.  P.  2  ed.  p.  163,  {  I ;  P-  ^77,  {  77. 

>  Park,  Dow.  334;  4  Kent,  61 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  252,  {  2.  See  4  Bro.  C.  G.  p.  525, 
per  Lord  Loughborough. 
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by  the  sheriff,  is  necessary  to  effect  this  result.*  If,  after  judgment, 
the  sheriff  offer  to  give  the  demandant  seizin  of  her  third  part, 
showing  in  certain  the  parcels,  although  she  refuse  to  receive  it, 
yet  she  may  enter  at  any  time  after,  because  the  certainty  appears. 
But  she  shall  not  have  an  alias  habere  facias  seisinam}  So  she 
may  enter  after  seizin  delivered  without  any  return  by  the  sheriff.* 
And  if  the  wife  be  in  possession  of  the  lands  of  which  she  is  dow- 
able,  as  guardian  in  socage,  she  is  entitled  t6  retain  the  third  part 
of  the  profits  upon  her  account  in  allowance  of  her  dower ;  but  she 
is  not  permitted  to  endow  herself  of  the  third  part  of  the  lands  or 
tenements,  to  hold  as  her  freehold.^ 

6.  According  to  the  principles  above  stated,  a  widow,  before  as- 
signment of  her  dower,  has  not  such  an  interest  as  to  gain  a  settle- 
ment, or  to  be  irremovable  from  the  parish,  unless  she  be  resident 
on  the  premises.^  But  if  she  reside  on  the  premises  for  forty  days 
after  the  death  of  her  husband,  being  irremovable  during  that 
period,  she  gains  a  settlement,  which,  however,  is  not  communicated 
to  a  second  husband.*  By  Statute  20  Geo.  III.,  ch.  17,  §  12,  if  the 
husband  died  seized,  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  dower  without 
assignment,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  a  second  husband  to  a  vote  for 
the  county.^ 

6.  The  reason  of  the  law  in  denying  any  right  of  entry  in  the 
wife,  although  her  title  is  consummate,  is  to  be  found  in  the  in- 
justice which  would  arise  fronx  permitting  her  to  be  her  own  judge 
of  the  particular  lands  which  she  should  have  for  her  dower  ;  or,  as 
Chief  Buron  Gilbert  expresses  it,  to  "carve  for  herself;'*  while, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  law  in  favor  of  the  widow,  would  not  subject 
her  to  the  inconvenience  of  holding  an  undivided  part  in  common 
for  her  dower,  where  the  nature  of  the  property  admitted  of  an  en» 
dowment  in  severalty.  To  avoid  both  these  evils,  it  became  neces- 
sary to  suspend  her  right  of  entry  until  the  certainty  of  the  parcels 
which  she  should  hold  in  dower  was  ascertained  either  judicially, 


1  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  37  a.  n.  (1),  34  b. ;  1  Billiard,  R.  P.  2  ed.  p.  163,  {  2. 

«  Dyer,  278  b.  ;  Co.  Litt.  34  b.  n.  (5). 

»  Pafm.  266;  Hargr  Co.  Litt.  37  a.  n.  (2);  Park,  Dow.  335,  note;  2  Cnibb,  R. 
P.  152  ;  1  Washb  R.  P.  253,  {  2;  4  Kent,  61,  note;  1  Billiard,  R.  P.  164,  {  6. 

«  Poik.  2  451 ;  Park,  Dow  336.     And  see  Co.  Litt.  38  b.  39  a.  39  b. 

*  Rex  V.  Northweald  Basset,  2  Barn,  k  Cress.  724;  9  Bng.  C.  L.  232. 

'  Rex  V.  PaioAwick,  Burr.  Sett.  Cas.  783;  Greenl.  note,  1  Cruise's  Dig.  p.  *168, 
cb.3,  2  1. 

'  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  388,  note. 
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by  the  officer  of  the  court,  or  by  the  agreement  of  the  dowresB  and 
the  terre  tenant. 

7.  It  would  seem  to  follow,  on  principle,  that  where,  from  the 
nature  of  the  husband's  tenancy,  or  for  other  reasons,  the  wife  in 
entitled  to  be  endowed  only  of  an  undivided  share,  her  right  of 
entry  would  accrue  immediately  upon  her  husband's  death.  In  one 
case,  indeed,  which  is  to  be  met  with  in  the  books,  it  was  said  by 
Roll,  Justice,  that  '^  where  a/em«  can  not  be  endowed  per  metaa  et 
bundag^  ^he  may  enter  without  assignment."^  In  practice,  however, 
the  point  is  otherwise  considered,  upon  the  authority,  probably,  of 
the  cases  which  have  determined  that  a  woman  who  has  obtained 
judgment  for  her  dower,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  proceeding 
an  assignment  can  confer  no  greater  certainty  than  before,  must, 
nevertheless,  wait  for  an  assignment  before  she  can  enter.  Thus, 
*'  if  a  woman  bring  a  writ  of  dower  of  six  pound  rent*charge,  and 
she  hath  judgment  to  recover  the  third  part,  albeit  it  be  certain 
that  she  shall  have  forty  shillings,  yet  she  can  not  distrain  for  forty 
shillings  before  the  sheriff  do  deliver  the  same  to  her.  .  .  .  And  so 
it  is  when  the  wife  of  one  tenant  in  common  demands  a  third  part  of 
a  moiety,  yet  after  judgment  she  can  not  enter  until  the  sheriff  de- 
liver to  her  the  third  part,  albeit  the  delivery  of  the  sheriff  shall 
reduce  it  to  no  more  certainty  than  it  was."*  The  reason,  however, 
assigned  by  Lord  Coke  for  these  cases,  is,  in  terms  confined  to 
women  who  have  brought  actions  for  their  dower,  and  turns  upon 
the  nature  of  the  writ;  "for,"  be  remarks,  "wheresoever  the  writ 
demands  land,  rent,  or  other  thing  in  certain^  the  demandant,  after 
judgment  may  enter  or  distrain  before  any  seizin  delivered  to  him 
by  the  sheriff  upon  a  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinam.  But  in  dower, 
where  the  writ  demandeth  nothing  in  certain,  there  the  demandant, 
after  the  judgment,  can  not  enter  or  distrain  until  execution  sued."' 
Considering  the  inconsistency  that  would  arise  from  holding  the 
wife  to  be  entitled  to  enter  before,  but  not  after  judgment,  the  prac- 
tice is  probably  right  in  treating  her  as  having  no  right  of  entry 
in  these  cases  before  assignment,  even  if  it  be  founded  on  no  better 
reason.* 

8.  The  foregoing  rules  of  the  common  law  have  been  frequently 


1  Booth  V.  Lambert,  Sly.  276. 

*  Co.  Lilt.  34  b.,  citing  numerous  cases  from  the  Year  Books. 

s  Go.  Lilt.  34  b.     And  see  Perk.  2  416.  <  Park,  Dow.  338. 
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applied  to  cases  arising  in  practice  in  the  courts  of  the  several 
States.^ 

9.  In  Sheafe  v.  O'Neil,^  proceedings  were  entered  against  the 
defendant  as  a  disseizor.  She  plead  in  bar  as  to  one  undivided 
third  part  of  the  demanded  premises,  that  her  late  husband,  during 
their  coverture,  and  before  the  seizin  of  the  demandant,  was  seized 
in  fee  of  the  demanded  premises ;  that  she  had  never  parted  with 
her  right  of  dower  therein,  and  upon  the  death  of  her  husband, 
entered  into  the  undivided  third  part  of  the  lands  as  tenant  in  dower, 
and  still  possessed  the  same.  As  to  the  other  two-thirds  she  entered 
a  disclaimer.  But  the  court  held  that  a  tenant  in  dower  was  not 
seized  of  an  undivided  third  part,  and  that  she  could  not  avoid  a 
recovery  unless  her  dower  had  been  legally  assigned. 

10.  In  Hildreth  v.  Thompson,'  the  defendant  in  proceedings  for 
dower  had  died  after  judgment  in  favor  of  the  dowress,  but  before 
the  issue  of  a  writ  of  seizin.  It  was  decided  that  the  proceedings 
of  the  sheriff  under  the  writ  were  wholly  inoperative,  and  conferred 
no  right  of  entry  upon  the  demandant.  Parker,  C.  J.,  remarked : 
^*  It  was  said  in  the  argument  that  the  plaintiff  having  recovered 
her  judgment  for  dower,  might  have  entered  without  writ  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant ;  and  the  proceedings  of  the  sheriff  are  avaiK 
able  in  proof  of  her  entry  and  seizin.  One  who  has  recovered  judg- 
ment for  possession  of  a  certain  parcel  of  land,  may,  as  it  is  said 
in  the  books,  enter  peaceably  without  the  aid  of  the  sheriff;  and  if 
an  action  is  brought  against  him  for  the  entry,  he  may  defend  him- 
self under  the  judgment.^  But  it  is  not  so  where  the  judgment  is 
for  an  uncertain  portion  of,  or  interest  in,  land  ;  for  in  such  case  it 


1  In  additioo  to  the  cases  noticed  in  the  t«xt,  the  following  may  be  referred  to  as 
recognizing  and  supporting  the  doctriae  of  the  common  law,  that  a  widow  has  no 
freehold  interest  in  the  lands  of  her  hasband  until  her  dower  has  been  assigned  : 
Branson  v.  Yancy,  1  Dev.  Eq.  77  ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Ala.  329 ;  Weaver  ».  Cren- 
shaw, 6  Ala.  873 ;  Taylor  v,  McCrackin,  2  Blackf.  260 ;  Sharpley  v.  Jones,  5  Bar- 
ring. 373;  Moore  v.  City  N.  Y.,  4  Seld.  110 ;  Johnson  v.  Morse,  2  N.  H.  48;  Carey 
r.  Buntain,  4  Bibb,  217;  McCIanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746;  Waller  r.  Mardas, 
29  Misso.  25  ;  Scott  v.  Howard,  3  Barb.  319;  Chapman  v.  Armistead,  4  Munf.  382: 
Ramsay  v.  Dozier,  1  Const.  S.  C.  (Treadw.)  112;  Lamar  v,  Scott,  4  Rich.  L.  516 ; 
Guthrie  p.  Owen,  10  Yerger,339  ;  Green  v.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  500 ;  Spencer  p.  Weston, 
1  Der.  &  Bat.  213 ;  Hoots  v.  Graham,  23  111.  81 ;  Johnson  v.  Shields,  32  Maine,  424. 
See  Medlar  v.  Aulenbach,  2  Pennsyl.  (Penrose  &  Watts,)  335 ;  Speight  p.  Meigs,  1 
Brer.  380  ;  Jones  v.  Hollopeter,  10  S.  &  R.  326;  Lobdell  v.  Hayes,  12  Gray,  236. 

s  Sheafe  v.  O'Neil,  9  Mass.  13.  *  Hildreth  v,  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191. 

«  Withers  v.  Harris,  Ld.  Raym.  808. 
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can  not  be  ascertained  into  what  part  of  the  land  the  demandant 
has  a  right  of  entry.^  In  dower  ad  ostiurn  ecclesias  or  ex  (zssenfu 
patrisy  the  widow  may  enter  immediately  on  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band ;  for  there  is  no  uncertainty,  the  land  of  which  she  is  en- 
dowed being  made  certain  by  the  contract.  But  in  this  country  the 
land  of  which  the  widow  is  to  be  endowed  can  only  be  ascertained 
by  assignment ;  and  she  has  no  right  of  entry  until  assignment 
made.  So  that  if  the  heir  should  bring  his  writ  of  entry  against 
the  widow,  she  being  in  possession,  she  could  make  no  defence  un- 
der her  claim  of  dower,  until  it  had  been  lawfully  assigned." 

11.  The  case  of  Windham  v.  Portland,^  was  an  action  to  recover 
for  the  support  of  a  pauper,  and  depended  upon  a  question  of  set- 
tlement. A  widow  having  a  dower  right  in  forty  acres  of  land,  had 
contracted  a  second  marriage,  and  with  her  husband  resided  upon 
the  premises  for  several  years,  making  improvements  and  receiving 
the  rents  and  profits ;  but  dower  had  never  been  assigned.  It  was 
held  that  the  wife  had  no  freehold  in  the  land  so  as  to  gain  a  settle- 
ment. "A  widow  having  a  right  of  dower,'*  said  the  court,  "can 
not  lawfully  enter  after  her  husband's  death,  until  assignment  be 
made  by  the  heir  or  other  tenant  of  the  freehold,  or  in  a  course  of 
legal  proceedings.  When  the  assignment  is  made,  she  acquires  no 
new  freehold,  but  is  in  by  her  husband,  her  seizin  being  deemed  in 
law  to  be  a  continuation  of  her  husband's  seizin.  As  the  entry  of 
the  husband  and  wife  is  not  stated  to  be  a  disseizin  of  the  tenant  of 
the  freehold,  they  must  be  considered  as  holding  at  his  will,  and 
not  as  having  a  freehold  estate  in  her  right.*' 

12.  Where  the  widow  received  the  fruits  and  grass  growing  on 
her  husband's  lands  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  it  was  determined 
that  she  was  liable  to  the  heir  for  their  full  value,  and  could  not 
retain  one-third  on  account  of  her  right  of  dower.*  But  it  has  been 
held  in  England,  in  a  late  case,  that  the  widow,  before  assignment, 
has  an  interest  in  timber  cut  down  by  the  heir,  and  is  entitled  for 
life,  to  a  third  part  of  the  produce.* 

13.  So  a  devisee  may  recover  in  ejectment  against  the  widow 
without  previously  assigning  her  dower.^     "  A  distinction  was  con- 

»  Co.  Litt.*37  b.  «  Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Ma^s  384. 

>  Kdin  V.  Fisher,  2  Scld.  59*7.  So  where  she  received  ihe  rentd  and  profits.  Grimes 
V.  Wilson,  4  Blackf.  331. 
*  Bishop  V.  Bishop,  13  Law  J.  N.  S.  Chan.  302  ;  5  Jurist,  931.     See  post,  ch.  23, 
19,  20. 
&  Evans  v.  Webb,  1  Yeates,  424. 
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tended  for  by  the  defendant's  counsel,"  the  court  remarked  in  de- 
ciding the  case,  ^Hhat  though  the  widow  could  not  justify  her  entry 
against  the  heir  or  devisee,  yet  such  heir  or  devisee  could  not  re- 
cover against  her,  when  in  possession  as  defendant  in  ejectment. 
We  can  see  no  ground  whatever  for  the  distinction.  For  if  she 
could  hold  adverse  to  the  heir  or  devisee,  without  an  assignment  of 
dower,  she  could  also  maintain  an  ejectment  to  recover  such  pos- 
session.*' 

14.  So  if  the  widow  tarry  in  the  chief  house  of  her  husband  after 
the  expiration  of  her  quarantine,  proceedings  in  ejectment  may  be 
brought  against  her  by  the  heir,  or  by  any  person  claiming  title 
under  him.  Her  only  remedy  in  such  case  is  to  proceed  for  an 
assignment  of  her  dower.^ 

15.  And  as  dower,  before  assignment,  is  not  an  estate,  but  a 
mere  right,  it  is  held  in  Pennsylvania  that  the  widow  of  an  intes- 
tate tenant  in  common  can  not  maintain  an  action  of  partition  in  the 
common  law  courts  against  the  co-tenant  of  her  husband.^  And  in 
New  York,  if  her  husband  die  seized  in  severalty,  she  can  not  pro- 
ceed against  the  heir  or  devisee  for  her  dower,  under  the  Act  for 
the  partition  of  lands.'  It  has  been  determined  in  Rhode  Island, 
that  a  claimant  for  dower  need  not  be  made  a  party  to  proceedings 
for  partition,  even  though  her  writ  of  dower  be  pending  in  the  same 
court  for  the  enforcement  of  her  right.  But  in  such  case,  the  court 
will,  in  its  discretion,  suspend  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to 
make  partition  until  the  writ  of  dower  is  terminated,  in  order  that 
the  partition  may  not  be  disturbed  by  the  assignment  of  dower.^ 
So  in  New  York,  in  an  early  case,  it  was  held  that  a  widow  is  not 
a  proper  party  to  proceedings  for  partition,  upon  the  ground  that 
her  rights  do  not  come  within  the  purview  of  the  statute,  and  that 
she  can  not  be  affected  in  any  way  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
such  a  proceeding.'^  Subsequently  it  was  intimated  that  where  the 
husband  was  seized  as  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common,  the  widow, 

>  4  Kent,  61  ;  Jackson  v.  O'Donaghy,  7  John.  247  ;  McCiiIIy  t;.  Smith,  2  Bailey, 
103 ;  Collins  o.  Warren,  29  Misso.  236.  Bui  see  post,  {J  20-24,  and  ch.  3,  JJ  3-14. 
During  the  continuance  of  her  quarantine,  the  widow^  may  occupy  the  portion  allot- 
ted her  by  law  for  that  purpope  without  disturbance.     Post,  ch.  3. 

*  Brown  v.  Adams,  2  Wharton,  188.  *  Coles  v.  Coles,  15  John.  319. 

«  Hoxsietr.  Ellis,  4  R.  I.  123 

'  Bradsbaw  v.  Callnghan,  5  John.  80  ;  affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Errors,  8  John. 
433.  The  law  upon  this  subject  has  since  been  amended.  See  Barbour  on  Pnrtie:;, 
290. 
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as  her  right  of  dower  extends  only  to  an  undivided  part,  is  a  proper 
party  to  a  partition  among  the  several  joint  owners.  But  where 
the  husband  died  seized  in  severalty,  and  partition  is  sought  by  his 
heirs  or  devisees,  the  rule  is  otherwise.^  In  Illinois,  if  the  widow 
remain  in  possession,  there  can  be  no  sale  or  partition  of  the  whole 
premises  until  her  dower  has  been  assigned.^  In  several  of  the 
States  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  a  widow  whose  dower  is  unas- 
signed  must  be  made  a  party  to  proceedings  for  partition.' 

16.  An  outstanding  right  of  dower,  where  there  has  been  no  as- 
signment, can  not  be  set  up  as  a  defence  in  an  action  of  right 
brought  against  the  person  holding  the  fee  of  the  land.  Nor  is  the 
widow  a  proper  party  defendant  to  the  action ;  and  if  made  a  party, 
the  judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  can  not  affect  her  right  of 
dower.^  Nor  is  a  dowress  whose  dower  has  not  been  assigned,  a 
proper  party  in  a  suit  by  the  heirs  against  a  third  person  to  enforce 
a  trust  in  favor  of  their  ancestor.  She  must  defer  proceedings  for 
her  dower  until  after  a  recovery  by  the  heirs.^  And  in  a  bill  against 
a  widow  and  heirs  to  subject  real  estate  to  the  payment  of  debts,  a 
dower  interest  unclaimed  and  unassigned,  does  not  defeat  the  right 
of  the  creditors  to  sell  the  husband's  estate.^ 

17.  Upon  the  same  principle,  until  dower  has  been  assigned,  no 
right  to  its  enjoyment  vests  in  the  second  husband.  Thus,  where 
the  first  husband  died  seized  of  a  pew,  and  the  widow  entered 
into  a  second  marriage,  it  was  determined  that  the  second  husband 
acquired  no  interest  in  the  pew  prior  to  her  dower  therein  being 
assigned/ 

18.  As  the  wife  can  not  be  said  to  have  such  an  interest  in  her 
husband's  lands  as  will  authorize  her  to  make  a  lease,  it  follows  that 
an  ejectment  on  a  joint  demise  by  husband  and  wife,  when  the  title 
is  in  the  husband  alone,  can  not  be  maintained.^  Neither  can  the 
widow  of  an  intestate  join  with  the  heirs  in  bringing  ejectment  for 
the  lands  of  the  deceased.*    It  results  from  what  has  been  already 


^  Coles  V.  Coles,  15  John.  319.    See  Green  v.  Patnam,  1  Barb.  600;  Tanner  v. 
Mies,  Ibid.  660,  564. 

>  Bonbam  v.  Badglej,  2  Qilm.  622.  >  See  post,  cb.  viii. 

*  Cavfnder  v.  Smith,  8  Clarke,  (Iowa),  360. 

^  SStewartP.  Chadwick,  8  Clarke,  (Iowa),  403. 

•  Posiiewait  v.  Howe.,  3  Clarke,  (Iowa),  365. 

'  Broubon  v.  Si.  Peters  Church,  7  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  361. 

«  Tucker  v.  Vance,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  458.  •  Pringle  v.  Gaw,  6  S.  &  R.  636. 
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said,  that  at  common  law,  the  widow  can  not  mdntain  ejectment  for 
her  dower  until  it  has  been  set  off  to  her.^  But  by  statute  in  New 
York,  and  in  some  of  the  other  States,'  the  action  of  ejectment  is 
substituted  for  the  writ  of  dower.  These  provisions,  however,  relate 
only  to  the  form  or  mode  of  proceeding,  and  do  not  alter  or  modify 
the  interest  of  the  widow,  nor  make  her  a  tenant  in  common  with 
the  heirs.' 

19.  Where  land  of  which  a  husband  died  seized,  was  assigned 
for  dower  to  his  widow,  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Probate 
Court,  the  widow  and  heirs  assenting  to  the  assignment  when  it 
was  made,  and  the  report  of  the  commissioners  was  subsequently 
accepted  by  the  Probate  Court,  it  was  held  that  the  widow  had  a 
defeasible  freehold  estate  in  the  land  from  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment, which  the  acceptance  of  the  Probate  Court  rendered  abso- 
lute ;  and  that  after  such  assignment  the  widow  might  enter  and 
cut  and  carry  away  the  growing  crops  sown  by  the  heir  previously 
to  the  assignment,^  although  such  entry  was  made  prior  to  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  report.'^  The  court,  referring  to  the  rule  of  the 
common  law  that  a  widow  is  entitled  to  enter  after  dower  assigned, 
and  before  the  sheriff's  return,^  said  :  '^  For  the  certainty  as  to  what 
lands  she  should  hare  for  her  dower,  was  apparent  after  it  had  been 
so  set  out  by  the  sheriff.  And  where  the  like  certainty  appears  by 
the  assignment  of  the  commissioners,  Utider  the  authority  of  the 
Probate  Court,  by  the  assent  of  the  heirs,  as  well  as  by  her  own 
assent,  the  same  rule  of  law  should  apply;  that  is,  she  may 
enter,  although  the  return  of  the  commissioners  should  not  have 
been  made." 

20.  An  assignment  of  dower,  although  informal,  if  long  acquiesced 
in  by  the  parties  interested,  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  court,  and 
will  be  a  sufficient  protection  to  the  widow  in  the  enjoyment  of  her 
estate.^ 

21.  And  although,  before  her  dower  has  been  set  out  to  her,  the 
claim  of  the  widow  is  not  assignable  at  law,  it  is  not,  nevertheless, 
a  personal  right  of  action,  but  a  right  to  real  estate  ;  and  it  is  not 

■  II  ■      n    II         T T— 1 1 — — — n r- ■ T ™-M-n-^^^ 

1  Doe  9.  Nott,  2  Gar.  k  P.  430 ;  12'Eng.  G.  L.  205 ;  Golef  v.  Goles,  16  John.  319 ; 
Bradsbaw  v.  Gallaghan,  5  John.  SO ;  1  Wash.  R.  P.  262,  2  ^ ;  4  Kent,  62. 
s  See  post,  ch.  yI.  *  Tates  v.  Paddock,  10  Wend.  528. 

*  See  post,  eh.  zzi.,  {{  30-34 ;  ch.  xzz.,  {{  15-20. 

*  Parker  v.  Parker,  17  Pick.  236.  •  Ante,  {  4. 
f  Bobinson  v.  Miller,  2  B.  Mon.  290. 

VOL.  II.  8 


S4  THE   LAW  OF   DOWER.  [CH.   II. 

sabject  to  a  set-off  for  damages,  nor  for  moneys  due,  nor  for  the 
receipt  by  her  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  whole  of  the  lands  in  which 
i^e  claims  dower.^ 

22.  In  some  of  the  States  a  more  liberal  doctrine  is  extended  to 
the  widow,  and  she  is  permitted  to  defend  her  possession  against 
the  heirs  or  those  claiming  under  them,  until  her  dower  is  assigned. 
This  is  the  case  in  New  Jersey,  where  by  statute  the  widow  has  a 
right  '^  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  mansion-house  of  her  husband,  and 
the  messuage  or  plantation  thereto  belonging  until  her  dower  be 
assigned."'  It  is  held  that  the  right  thus  given  to  the  widow  ''  is 
not  a  common  law  quarantine  of  forty  days,  but  a  freehold  for  life^ 
unless  sooner  defeated  by  the  act  of  the  heir  ;*''  and  '^if  she  be  in 
possession  legally,  her  right  to  dower  is  a  good  bar  in  an  action  of 
ejectment."^  But  the  widow  can  not  recover  against  the  heir  or 
devisee  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  land  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band merely  because  she  is  entitled  to  dower  and  it  has  not  been 
assigned  to  her.  In  order  to  create  an  indebtedness  in  her  favor, 
the  use  and  occupation  must  be  by  her  sufferance  and  permission, 
or  at  the  request  of  the  heir  or  devisee.^  It  was  decided  in  Luird 
V.  Wilson,'  that  a  widow  remaining  on  the  homestead  of  her  late 
husband,  with  their  children,  is  entitled  to  the  crops  until  dower  is 
legally  assigned ;  she  being  accountable  to  the  children  for  their 
portion ;  and  that  a  sale  of  part  of  the  crop  for  a  child's  debt,  does 
not  divest  the  widow  of  her  right  therein.  But  she  is  not  entitled 
to  the  crops  growing  on  the  plantation  at  the  time  of  her  husband's 
death.^ 

28.  In  Mississippi,^  the  widow  is  entitled  to  retain  full  possession 
of  the  dwelling-house  in  which  her  husband  most  usually  dwelt  next 
before  his  death,  together  with  the  outhouses,  offices  and  improve- 
ments, and  the  plantation  thereto  belonging,  free  from  molestation 
or  rent,  until  her  dower  shall  be  assigned  her.  A  similar  provision 


^  Bogardus  v,  Parker,  7  How.  Pr.  R.  303 ;  s.  o.  1  Liv.  Law  Mag.  154. 

>  Nixon's  Dig.  209,  {  2.     Bat  ibis  right  terminatea  with  the  assignment  of  dower. 
Ibid.  212,  i  24. 

s  Ackerman  v.  Sbelp,  3  Halst  125.  *  Den  v.  Dodd,  1  Halst.  3G7. 

*  Andrews  v.* Andrews,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  141. 

•  Laird  v.  Wilson,  1  Penning.  281. 

f  Budd  V.  Hiler,  3  Dutch.  43.     Bat  the  rule  is  otherwise  as  to  crops  growing  on 
the  lands  assigned  for  dower.    Post,  ch.  xzx.,  {{  15-20. 

>  Rev.  Code  Missis.  (1857,)  p.  470,  art.  174. 
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is  in  force  in  Kansas,^  in  Alabama,'  in  Arkansas,'  in  Missouri,^  and 
in  Illinois.^  In  Virginia,^  and  in  Kentucky,^  this  right  is  restricted 
to  the  mansion  house  and  curtilage ;  but  in  both  these  States,  the 
law,  until  recently,  was  the  same  as  in  the  States  above  mentioned  ;^ 
and  neither  the  widow  nor  her  tenant  was  bound  for  rent  until  her 
dower  had  been  set  off.^  In  Florida,^^  the  widow  may  remain  in 
possession  of  the  dwelling-house,  outhouses,  offices  and  improve- 
ments, without  charge,  until  her  dower  is  assigned.  And  in  Georgia 
it  has  been  held,  that  she  may  maintain  possession  of  the  mansion- 
house  and  tenement  as  against  the  heirs  or  purchasers,  until  the 
assignment  of  her  dower."  In  Massachusetts,^'  when  a  widow  is  en- 
titled to  dower  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seized,  she  may 
continue  to  occupy  the  same  with  the  children,  or  other  heirs  of  the 
deceased,  or  to  receive  one-third  of  the  rents  and  profits  so  long  as 
the  heirs  do  not  object,  without  having  her  dower  assigned.  The 
law  is  the  same  in  Michigan,**  Minnesota,"  Wisconsin,^*  and 
Oregon.*' 

24.  In  Connecticut  and  Vermont,  the  doctrine  of  the  common 
law  has  undergone  still  greater  modification.  It  is  there  held  that 
a  widow  entitled  to  dower  becomes,  immediately  on  the  death  of 
her  husband,  tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs,  and  remains  such 
until  her  dower  is  set  out  in  severalty.  In  neither  of  these  States 
is  an  assignment  necessary  to  entitle  her  to  enter.  The  rule  in  Con- 
necticut is  thus  expressed :  ^^  By  our  statute  '  every  married  woman 
living  with  her  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  absent  from 


>  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas  (1862),  p.  480,  {  16. 

*  C)ii}'8  Dig.,  p.  173,  2  7.  The  widow  caa  defend  in  fjectment  aji^ainst  ber  hus- 
Uoo'fi  alienee.     Cook  v.  Webb,  18  Ala.  810.     But  see  Ala.  Code  of  1852,  |  1359. 

*  Dig.  Stot.  Ark.  (1858),  p.  453,  J  18.  See  Hill  v,  Mitcbell^5  Ark.  608  ;  Menifee  v. 
Menifee,  3  Eng.  9. 

*  1  Rer.  Stat.  Misso.  (1855),  p.  672,  {  21. 

*  I  Stat  111.  (1858),  p.  155,  2  27.  •  Code  Ya.  (1849),  p.  475,  {  8. 
'  2  Rer.  Stat.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  9. 

*  Va.  Stat.  1705,  1748,  1785;  1  Va.  R«t.  Code  1819,  c.  107,  H  1,  2.  In  Kentucky 
the  change  was  made  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1852.  See  Driskell  v.  Hanks,  18 
B.  .Mod.  855,  864-5. 

*  Renfroe  v.  Taylor,  12  B.  Hon.  407 ;  Hyzer  v.  Stoker,  3  B.  Mxm.  117 ;  Driskell  v. 
Ranks,  18  B.  Mun.  855. 

»  Tbompjon's  Dig.  p.  186,  2  3. 

"  RAnibo  V.  Bell,  3  K«lly,  207.  "  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  47b,  {  7. 

"  2  Gomp.  Laws  Uicb.  1857,  p.  852,  }  12.         >«  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  408  {  12. 

»  R<!r.  SUt.  Wis.  1858,  p  547,  J  12.  »  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  {  12. 
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him  by  his  consent,  or  by  his  default,  or  bj  inevitable  accident,  or 
in  case  of  divorce  when  she  is  the  innocent  party,  and  no  part  of 
the  estate  of  her  husband  was  assigned  to  her  for  her  support,  shall 
have  right  of  dower  in  one-third  part  of  the  real  estate  of  which  her 
husband  died  possessed  in  his  own  right,  to  be  to  her  during  her 
natural  life.'^  The  practical  and  judicial  construction  of  this  statute, 
sanctioned  by  at  least  one  decision  of  this  court,'  has  always  been, 
that  immediately  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  widow  has 
right  to  the  possession  of  one-third  of  the  real  estate  whereof  he 
died  possessed,  in  her  own  right  in  common  with  the  heirs,  to  whom 
she  is,  in  no  sense,  a  tenant  as  at  common  law ;'  and  that  her  right 
of  entry  does  not  depend  upon  the  assignment  of  dower,  which  is  a 
mere  severance  of  the  common  estate."*  In  Vermont,  in  the  case 
of  Gorham  v.  Daniels,'  the  court,  in  discussing  the  same  subject, 
employed  the  following  language :  "  This  (the  right  of  dower)  at 
common  law,  would  give  her  no  right  of  entry  until  after  the  assign- 
ment of  her  interest  therein.  But  in  Grant  v.  Parham,*  it  was  con- 
sidered that  the  dowress,  upon  the  decease  of  her  husband,  had  a 
present  vested  estate  which  she  might  convey.'^  And  in  Connecti- 
cut it  is  considered  the  widow  is  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs ; 
and  if  the  law  is  so  to  be  regarded  here,  she  has  a  good  right  of 
entry,  whether  as  against  a  stranger,  or  her  co-tenant.  And  by 
the  revised  statutes,^  the  widow  has  secured  to  her,  in  express  terms, 
a  concurrent  right  with  the  heirs.  *  She  may  continue  to  occupy 
the  same  with  them.'^  That  is  giving  her  the  same  right  of  occu- 
pancy with  the  heirs,  and  must  of  necessity  extend  to  all  cases  of 
land  of  which  the  husband  died  seized.  The  form  of  expression, 
*  continue  to  occupy,'  has  reference,  only,  to  the  connection  kept 
up  between  the  title  of  the  dowress  and  the  husband.  I  should, 
therefore,  be  inclined  to  think,  that,  as  dowress,  she  had  the  same 
right  of  entry  which  the  husband  had  during  his  life." 

25.  In  a  case  in  New  Hampshire,  a  guardian  had  dower  in  real 

.    1  Stat.  ISO,  tit.  Dower;  Stat.  Conn.  1834,  p.  382,  {  17. 

«  Crocker  v.  Fox,  1  Root,  323.  »  Calder  v.  Bull,  2  Root,  60. 

*  Stedman  v.  Fortune,  5  Conn.  462. 

>  Gorbam  v.  Daniels,  23  Yerm.  600.  To  the  same  effect  is  Dammerston  v.  New- 
fane,  37  Term.  9. 

«  Grant  v,  Parham,  15  Verm.  649.  t  See  post,  2  36.  >  Oh.  51,  2  11. 

'  Until  her  dower  is  set  out,  the  widow  maj  continue  to  occupy  the  premises 
with  the  children  and  familj  of  the  deceased,  or  she  may  receive  one-third  of  the 
rents  and  profits.    Gen.  Stat.  Term.  1863,  p.  413,  {  10. 
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estate  which  descended  to  her  daughter ;  she  instituted  no  pro- 
ceedings for  an  assignment,  and  the  daughter  remained  at  home  in 
the  mother's  family.  It  was  held,  that  as  the  ward  was  not  injured 
by  such  omission,  and  as  the  interest  of  both  parties  was  identical 
that  as  much  income  as  possible  should  be  derived  from  the  land, 
the  guardian  should  be  charged  with  only  two-thirds  of  the  income, 
and  should  be  permitted  to  retain  the  remaining  third  to  her  use  in 
lieu  of  dower.  ^ 

Until  dower  %$  amgned  the  interest  of  the  widow  is  not  subject  to 

levy  and  sale  on  exeeiUion. 

26.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  mere  right  of  dower  before  an  assign- 
ment to  the  widow,  is  not  such  an  interest  or  estate  as  can  be  levied 
upon  and  sold  under  an  execution  against  her  or  a  subsequent  hus- 
band.^ 

27.  In  Jackson  v.  Aspell,'  the  unassigned  dower  interest  of  a 
widow  had  been  sold  under  proceedings  in  attachment,  in  satis- 
faction of  a  debt  contracted  by  her  after  the  death  of  her  husband. 
Subsequently  there  was  an  admeasurement  of  dower  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  purchaser,  by  the  surrogate  of  the  proper  county.  On 
an  ejectment  against  the  purchaser  by  the  heir,  the  whole  proceed- 
ing was  declared  void.  The  court,  after  referring  to  the  authorities 
establishing  the  doctrine  that  the  widow  has  no  estate  in  the  lands 
of  her  husband  until  assignment  of  her  dower,  added :  *^  The  ques- 
tion, then,  arises,  whether  the  dower  in  this  case  has  been  well  as- 
signed. It  was  not  assigned  when  the  trustees  sold,  and  they  had 
nothing  to  sell  but  a  right  of  action  which  was  personal  as  regards 
the  widow.  The  third  section  of  the  Act*  provides  that  if  the  widow 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  demand  her  dower  for  forty  days  after  the 
death  of  her  husband,  that  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  surrogate 

*  Ifatbes  V,  Bennett,  I  Foster  (N.  H.),  204. 

*  Jacluon  V.  Aspell,  20  John.  411 ;  Gooch  v.  Atkins,  14  Mug.  378;  Johnson  o. 
Morse,  2  N.  H.  48  ;  Shields  v.  BatU,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  12 ;  Petty  v.  Mailer,  15  B.  Mon. 
591 ;  Nason  v,  Allen,  5  Greenl.  479 ;  Waller  v.  Mardus,  29  Misso.  25 ;  Wallis  v. 
Smith,  2  S.  i^  M.  220 ;  Torrej  v.  Minor,  1  Sm.  k  M.  Gh.  489 ;  Hoots  v.  Graham,  23 
111.81;  Wallace  o.  Hall,  19  Ala.  367 ;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  III.  384;  Summers  o. 
Babb,  13  HI.  483 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  25 ! ,  2  2 ;  4  Kent,  61:1  Hilliard,  R.  P.  2d  ed.,  p.  1 64, 
{ 1.  Bat  in  Pennsylvania,  %tatul**ry  dower,  before  assignment,  may  be  seised  and  sold 
on  execution.     Thomas  v.  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60 ;  Shanpe  v.  Shaupe,  12  S.  &  R.  12. 

*  Jackson  v.  Aspell,  20  John.  411.  M  N.  R.  L.  60. 


88  THE   LAW   OF  BOWER.  [CH.   II. 

of  the  county  where  the  land  lies,  upon  the  petition  of  the  heirs, 
guardians  of  minor  children,  or  other  proprietors  or  owners,  to  issue 
an  order  to  three  disinterested  freeholders  of  the  county,  to  be  by 
him  appointed,  to  admeasure  and  lay  off  one-third  of  the  land  as 
the  widow's  dower.  The  defendant  was  not  a  proprietor  or  owner 
of  the  land  within  the  purview  of  the  statute ;  he  claimed  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  right  of  dower  only,  not  of  the  lands  out  of  which  the 
dower  was  to  be  assigned ;  and  we  have  seen  that  the  widow  her- 
self had  no  estate  in  the  land  before  the  assignment,  and  therefore 
the  defendant  could  have  none.  The  proceedings,  then,  before  the 
surrogate,  were  coram  nonjudice^  for  no  one  applied  for  admeasure- 
ment having  a  right  under  the  statute  to  make  such  application." 

28.  In  Gooch  v.  Atkins,*  a  creditor  had  levied  "on  the  dower 
which  the  said  Hannah  Atkins  hath  in  the  brick  dwelling-house, 
situate,  &c.,  in  which  the  said  Hannah  Atkins  now  dwells,  together 
with  all  the  right  and  privileges  belonging  to  the  dower  of  the  said 
Hannah  Atkins  in  the  said  estate."  Ascertaining  afterwards  that 
the  widow  had  not  been  endowed,  the  creditor  directed  the  officer 
not  to  return  the  execution,  and  it  was  not  returned.  He  then 
brought  an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment.  The  widow  pleaded 
the  above  facts,  and  insisted  that  the  levy  operated  as  a  satisfaction. 
But  the  court  overruled  the  plea,  holding  that  "  a  widow's  right  to 
have  dower  assigned  to  her  in  land,  is  not  subject  to  be  taken  in 
execution." 

29.  To  an  action  for  dower,  the  tenant  pleaded  that  after  the 
death  of  her  husband,  the  demandant  was  in  the  open  and  peaceful 
possession  of  the  premises,  claiming  to  own  them  in  fee ;  that  he 
recovered  judgment  against  her,  and  caused  execution  to  be  duly 
and  legally  extended  on  the  premises,  and  seizin  and  possession  to 
be  delivered  to  himself.  The  demandant  replied  that  at  the  time 
of  the  extent  of  the  tenant's  execution,  she  had  no  interest  in  the 
premises  except  unassigned  dower.  The  court  decided  that  "  the 
right  of  a  widow  to  have  dower  assigned  in  the  lands  of  her  hus- 
band, can  not  be  taken  in  execution  for  her  debt."* 

80.  An  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  against  a  widow  was 
levied  (before  assignment)  on  "  five  hundred  acres  to  be  taken  off 
the  most  northwardly  side  of  the  widow's  dower  right."  A  sale 
was  made,  and  subsequently  dower  assigned,  and  the  sheriff  and 

'  Goocb  V.  AtkiDS,  14  Mass.  37S.  '  Nason  v.  AlIeD,  5  Greenl.  479. 
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commissioners  executed  to  the  purchasers  a  deed  of  five  hundred 
acres  of  the  part  assigned  to  the  widow.  It  was  held  that  the  pur- 
chasers acquired  no  interest  in  the  land.  The  court  said :  "  There 
had  been  no  assignment  of  dower,  and  her  potential  right  to  dower 
was  not  subject  to  execution.  Her  only  right  in  possession  was  that 
of  quarantiney  and  this  did  not  extend  beyond  the  ^  plantation.  '^ 
Consequently  she  had  no  right  of  entry  on  the  woodland  except  for 
estovers.  The  legal  title  to  the  whole  tract  descended  to  the  heirs 
and  remained  in  them.  Before  assignment  of  dower  the  widow  had 
no  transferable  legal  interest.'  Of  course  she  could  not  maintain 
an  action  of  ejectment  for  her  dower  before  it  had  been  assigned.* 
It  results  that  the  right  to  dower  could  not,  in  this  case,  be  trans- 
ferred by  sale  under  execution.  Nor  did  the  assignment  by  the 
county  court  after  the  sale  help  the  invalidity  of  the  sale.  The 
assignment  could  not,  by  retroaction,  make  the  sale  valid,  which, 
when  made,  was  invalid.*'* 

81.  So  where  the  widow  had  applied  for  dower,  and  obtained 'an 
order  for  its  assignment,  it  was  held  that  so  long  as  the  order  re- 
mained unexecuted,  the  case  was  governed  by  the  same  general 
doctrine.  "In  regard  to  the  creditors  of  Ann  Minor,"  the  court 
observed,  "  it  is  sufficient  to  remark,  that  even  if  she  has  herself  a 
right  of  dower,  yet  while  it  remains  unascertained,  and  until  there 
has  been  an  actual  admeasurement  by  metes  and  bounds,  it  is  a 
mero  potential  interest,  Itmounting  to  nothing  more  than  a  chose  in 
action,  which  can  not  be  the  subject  of  seizure  and  sale  under  an 
execution  at  law."* 

32.  In  Missouri  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  a  creditor  of  the 
widow,  or  of  her  husband,  may  have  her  dower  assigned,  and  thus 
render  it  amenable  to  process  of  execution.'  But  this  statute  does 
not  change  the  common  law  rule,  so  as  to  subject  the  interest  of  the 
widow  to  execution  until  its  requirements  have  been  complied  with 
and  the  dower  assigned.  If  the  creditor  levy  and  sell  before  as- 
signment, the  purchaser  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  creditor  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act.     "  The  law,"  said  the  Missouri  court  in 

1  Carey  v.  Bontain,  4  Bibb,  217. 

*  Tucker  v.  YHnce,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  458.     See  post,  {  33.  >  Ante,  {  18. 

*  Shi'lds  V.  Batts,  5  J  J.  Marsh.  12. 

*  Torrey  v.  Minor,  I  Smedes  k  M.  Ch  489.    On  this  subject  reference  may  also 
be  bad  to  the  additional  cases  cited,  ante,  note  to  {  26. 

*  1  ReY.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  676,  {  38. 
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determining  this  point,  '^  will  not  suffer  the  widow's  dower  to  be 
assigned  in  a  way  which,  in  many  cases,  may  prove  detrimental  to 
her.  If  the  dower  interest  is  permitted  to  be  sold  under  execution 
before  it  is  assigned,  and  the  purchaser  shall  be  compelled  to  go  to 
law  in  order  to  have  it  allotted  to  him,  the  uncertainty  whether  it 
would  ever  be  assigned  would  inevitably  cause  a  diminution  of 
price,  which  would  not  occur  if  the  dower  was  assigned  before  the 
sale  took  place.  To  sell  the  right  of  dower  at  public  auction,  and 
then  have  it  assigned,  the  purchaser  taking  the  risk  whether  it 
would  be  assigned  or  not,  would  generally  cause  a  sacrifice  of  it. 
The  creditor  should  have  the  dower  actually  assigned  before  it  ia 
sold."* 

N'or  i$  her  right  the  tuhject  of  a  valid  grant  or  transfer  at  law. 

88.  As  a  right  of  dower,  until  it  is  legally  and  duly  assigned,  is 
a  right  vesting  in  action  only,  the  general  rule  is,  that  at  law,  it 
can  not  be  aliened  so  as  to  enable  the  grantee  to  bring  an  action 
therefor  in  his  own  name.  A  widow  may  release  her  claim  of  dower 
to  the  terre-tenant  so  as  to  bar  herself,  but  she  can  invest  no  other 
person  with  a  legal  title  thereto  until  it  has  been  assigned.' 

84.  This  doctrine  applies  as  well  to  a  mortgage  by  the  widow  of 
her  unassigned  interest,  as  to  an  ordinary  deed  of  conveyance.' 
And  a  lease  by  her  falls  within  the  operation  of  the  same  rule. 
Thus,  where  the  widow  of  an  intestate,  before  the  appointment  of 
an  administrator,  made  a  lease  of  his  lands,  and  the  produce  of  the 
lands  was  afterwards  attached  by  creditors  of  the  lessee,  it  was  held 
that  the  attaching  officer  was  liable  to  the  heir  in  an  action  of 

^  Waller  V.  MarduB,  29  Misso.  25.    See  post,  {41. 

'  Jackson  v.  Aspell,  20  John.  411 ;  Jacksou  v.  Vanderhejden,  17  John.  167  ;  Lea- 
vitt  V.  Lamprey,  13  Pick.  382  ;  Todd  v  BeaUy,  Wright's  (Ohio)  R.  460  ;  Hildreth  v. 
Thompson,  16  Mass.  191 ;  Siglar  v.  Van  Riper,  10  Wend.  414;  Ritchie  v.  Pntnam, 
13  Wend.  624;  Croade  v.  Ingraham,  13  Pick.  33;  Foster  v.  Gorton,  5  Pick.  1S5; 
Johnson  v.  Shields,  32  Maine,  424 ;  Tucker  v.  Vance,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  458  ;  Strong  v, 
Bra^Tfi.!  <r  Blackf.  62  ;  Rowe  v.  Johnson,  19  Maine,  146;  Cox  v.  Jagger,  2  Cow  638; 
Douglass  V.  McCoy,  5  Ohio,  522;  Miller  v.  Woodman,  14  Ohio,  518 ;  Saltmarsh  v. 
Smith,  32  Ala.  404;  Lamar  v.  Scott,  4  Rich.  L.  516;  Matlock  v,  Lee,  9  Ind.  298; 
Hoots  V.  Graham,  23  111.  81 ;  Wallace  v.  Hall,  19  Ala.  367 ;  Green  v.  Putnam,  1 
Barb.  500  ;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  III.  384  ;  Summers  v.  Babb,  13  UI.  483  ;  Elwood 
V.  Klock,  13  Barb  50;  Scott  v.  Howard,  3  B^rb.  319;  Perk.  }  599;  Park,  Dow. 
335 ;  4  Kent,  61 ;  1  Washh.  R.  P.  251,  J  2 ;  I  Hilliard,  R.  P.  2d  ed.  164,  {{  7,  8. 

s  StroDg  V,  Bragg,  7  Blackf.  62. 
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trover  for  its  value.  "  The  lease,"  said  the  court,  "  was  altogether 
▼Old,  and  the  tenant  acquired  no  r.ghts  under  it.*'^  So  a  covenant 
in  an  instrument  purporting  to  be  a  lease,  to  pay  the  widow  a  sum 
of  money  annually  as  rent,  in  consideration  of  her  forbearing  to 
exercise  her  right  of  dower,  is  a  mere  personal  covenant,  and  does 
not  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  assignee  of  the  covenantor. 
Nor  can  such  a  contract  have  the  effect  of  a  release,  which  must 
operate  presently  and  absolutely.  And  if  it  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument  that  the  subject  of  it  is  a  right  only  to  have  dower 
assigned,  neither  the  lessee  nor  his  assignee  is  estopped  to  deny  the 
title  of  the  widow  to  make  a  valid  demise.'  Where  a  widow  released 
her  dower  for  a  consideration,  and  afterwards  procured  an  assign- 
ment to  be  made,  under  which  she  entered  and  executed  a  lease,  it 
was  held  that  the  assignment  gave  her  no  new  right,  but  simply 
designated  what  she  had  sold.  *^  Before  the  assignment  of  dower," 
the  court  remarked,  ^'  the  widow  had  no  possession,  and  could  lease 
none ;  and  after  release  she  had  no  right  and  could  convey  none."' 
85.  It  has  been  held,  however,  in  conformity  to  what  appears  to 
be  a  reasonable  view  of  the  law,  that  if  a  widow  sell  her  right  of 
dower  before  assignment,  and  execute  to  the  purchaser  a  power  of 
attorney  for  that  purpose,  he  may  maintain  a  writ  of  dower  in  her 
name.^  In  the  case  cited,  the  court  gave  their  views  upon  this 
point  as  follows:  ^'Before  assignment,  the  widow's  right  to  dower 
is  not  regarded  as  an  article  which  she  can  convey.  The  writ  of 
dower  must  be  in  her  name,  and  can  not  be  maintained  in  the  name 
of  an  assignee  or  purchaser.  There  is  no  ground  to  hold  that  her 
right  to  dower  would  be  forfeited  by  an  attempt  to  sell  and  convey. 
The  party  who  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  right  of  dower  would  have 
an  equitable  interest,^  and  in  this  case  he  has  an  express  authority 
from  the  widow  to  prosecute  the  suit  in  her  name.  It  could  not  be 
prosecuted  in  any  other,  and  we  think  the  suit  might  be  carried  on 
by  the  assignee  in  the  name  of  the  widow,  though  according  to  his 
contract  with  her,  the  recovery  might  be  for  his  benefit."  So  in 
Lamar  v,  Scott,^  it  was  held,  that  although  dower,  before  it  is 

1  Fostef  9.  GortoD,  5  Pick.  186. 

*  Croade  v.  iDgraham,  13  Pick.  33 ;  Hildreth  v.  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191 ;  Blain 
9.  Harrison,  11  111.384. 

*  Matlock  V.  Lee,  9  lod.  298. 

*  Robie  V.  Flanders,  33  N.  H.  524.  »  Post,  {  37. 

*  Lamar  v,  Scott,  4  Rich  L.  516. 
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assigned  and  set  apart  to  the  widow,  is  not  an  estate  or  interest  in 
land  which  can  be  assigned  or  sold,  so  as  to  vost  the  legal  title  itT 
the  assignee  or  alienee,  and  so  enable  him  to  sue  therefor  in  his 
own  name,  yet  the  court  will  take  notice  of  and  protect  the  rights 
of  such  assignee,  and  sustain  an  action  for  his  benefit  in  the  name 
of  the  widow.  Similar  rulings  have  been  made  in  Pennsylvania 
and  in  Maine.^  And  where  the  purchaser  of  a  widow's  unassigned 
right  of  dower,  entered  into  possession  and  had  dower  admeasured 
to  him,  the  widow  making  no  objection,  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  be  permitted  to  set  aside  the  release  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
executed  before  the  dower  was  assigned.  The  utmost  he  could  claim 
in  such  a  case  would  be  to  have  his  title  perfected.*  Where  there 
were  two  rights  of  dower  in  the  same  land,  and  the  widow  having 
the  elder  right,  brought  suit  and  recovered,  judgment  against  the 
tenant,  and  then  released  to  him  before  entry,  it  was  held  that  he 
might  set  up  the  interest  so  acquired  against  the  widow  having  the 
junior  right,  and  restrict  her  to  dower  in  two-thirds  of  the  estate.'  But 
a  release  before  judgment  is  held  to  operate  as  an  extinguuhment 
of  the  right,  and  the  tenant  can  not  avail  himself  of  it  against  the 
junior  claim.* 

86^  We  have  seen  that  in  Connecticut  and  Vermont,  the  widow, 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  is  regarded  as  a  tenant  in  common 
with  the  heirs,  and  may  enter  without  waiting  for  an  assignment.* 
It  follows  that  in  these  States  a  formal  admeasurement  of  dower  is 
not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  of  her  interest.  "  In 
any  view  of  the  subject,*'  said  the  Vermont  court,  "  whether  she  is 
considered  as  having  only  a  right  of  action,  or  a  vested  interest,  she 
may  bar  herself  of  her  right  of  dower  in  any  particular  lot,  by  deed 
executed  after  the  death  of  her  husband."  And  the  court  added: 
"Moreover,  by  the  deed  which  she  executed  to  Brown,  she  cove- 
nants with  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  from  and  after  the 
executing  the  deed,  she  would  have  and  claim  no  right  in  or  to 
the  remised,  released,  and  quit-claimed  premises.    By  the  deed  and 


1  Thomas  v.  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60,  71 ;  'Rovre  v.  Johnson,  19  Maine,  146.  Bee,  also, 
Powell  V.  Powell,  10  Ala.  90U;  Hunt  v.  Acre,  28  Ala.  580;  Buffingtoa  v.  Smith,  2 
Brevard,  98;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  251,  }  2. 

s  Todd  V.  Beatty,  Wright's  (Ohio)  R.  460.  But  see  Miller  v.  Woodman,  14  Ohio, 
518  ;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  lU  384. 

s  Leavitt  v.  Lamprey,  13  Pick.  382. 

^  Elwood  V.  Klock,  13  Barb.  50.    See  vol.  L,  ch.  Z7.,  {  21.         >  Ante,  {  24. 
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the  covenant  therein,  she  is  estopped  from  setting  up  any  claim  of 
dower  in  the  premises  thus  conveyed.**^ 


In  equity  a  transfer  of  the  widow's  interest  will  he  sustained. 

87.  While  courts  of  equity  fully  recognize  the  rule  that  at  law, 
the  widow's  right  of  dower,  previous  to  an  assignment,  is  not  such 
an  interest  as  can  be  made  the  subject  of  a  conveyance  to  a  stranger 
by  any  of  the  ordinary  modes  of  conveying  freehold  estates,  so  as 
to  vest  tho  legal  interest  in  the  grantee,*  yet  in  those  courts,  if  the 
widow  be  entitled  to  an  immediate  assignment  of  dower,  the  want 
of  a  mere  formal  assi^nmei^t  is  not  considered  material,'  and  her 
contract  concerning  her  interest  may  be  of  such  character  that  it 
will  be  enforced.  Thus  in  Potter  v.  Everitt,*  the  widow  conveyed 
by  regular  deed  her  dower  interest  in  her  husband's  lands  to  one  of 
the  heirs.  The  heir  brought  his  bill  against  the  widow  and  the 
other  heirs  to  have  the  dower  assigned  to  him,  and  the  court  de- 
creed in  his  favor.  **  Before  the  assignment  of  her  dower,"  said 
Nash,  J.,  "  a  widow  is  not  seized  of  any  portion  of  the  real  estate 
of  her  husband,  and  can  not,  therefore,  convey  any  title  at  law  to 
it.  She  can,  however,  make  such  a  contract  concerning  it  as  equity 
can,  and  will,  under  proper  circumstances,  enforce.  The  bill,  sub- 
stantially, is  to  compel  the  heirs  to  allot  the  dower  ;  and  then  that 
the  widow  shall  convey  the  land  so  allotted.  .  .  .  The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  allotment  of  the  dower  land,  and  there- 
after to  an  assignment  thereof  from  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Potter." 
In  a  case  in  South  Carolina,  the  following  rule  was  laid  down  by 
the  court :  "  In  the  court  of  equity,  the  assignee  of  a  right  of  dower 
may  state  the  assignment  and  sue  in  his  own  name  as  assignee ; 
but  the  right  to  be  perfected  is  still  the  assignor's  right ;  and  being 
a  legal,  and  not  an  equitable  one,  is  subject  to  all  the  incidents 
which  would  at  law  attach  to  it."*  So  it  has  been  held  in  Mary- 
land, that  where  the  widow  has  assigned  her  claim,  her  assignee, 


*  Grant  v.  P&rhnm,  15  Verm.  649. 

«  Tompkins  r.  Fonda,  4  Puiffe,  448  ;  Potter  v.  Everitt,  T  Ired.  Eq.  152  ;  Torrey  ». 
Minor,  I  S.  k  M.  Ch  489;  Stronj;  v.  Clem,  12  Ind  37  ;  1  Washb.  K.  P.  251,  }  2. 

*  Per  Walworth,  Chancellor,  in  Tompkins  v,  Fonda,  4  Paige,  448  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P. 
251,  2  2;  4  Kent,  61,  note:  1  Hilliard,  R.  P.  2d  ed.  165,  {  11. 

*  Potter  17.  Evcriti,  T  Ired.  Eq.  152. 

*  Wilson  V.  McLenagban,  1  McMullan's  Eq.  35. 
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in  equity,  succeeds  to  her  rights.^  In  Indiana,  in  a  recent  case,  the 
subject  underwent  a  full  discussion,  and  it  was  held,  not  only  that 
the  interest  of  the  dowress  is  transferable  in  equity,  but  that  an 
assignment  may  be  enforced,  under  the  code  of  practice  adopted  in 
that  State,  in  the  name  of  the  purchaser.'  The  reasoning  of  the 
court  was  as  follows :  *'  The  first  question  arising  in  this  case,  is 
whether  a  dower  interest  accruing  to  the  widow,  in  the  real  estate  of 
her  deceased  husband,  by  virtue  of  the  marriage,  is  assignable ;  and 
we  think  it  is.  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  previous  inchoate 
right  of  the  wife  becomes  consummate — a  vested  right,  lying,  it  is 
true,  in  action,  but  still  vested.  It  is  a  right,  a  chose  in  action, 
arising,  not  out  of  tort,  but  contract.  Such  rights  of  action,  and  such 
interests  were  assignable  in  equity,  at  common  law,  so  as  to  enable 
the  assignee  to  recover  upon  them  in  a  suit  in  his  own  name  in 
chancery,  but  not  at  law.  The  assignment  transferred  the  equita- 
ble, not  the  legal  title."  After  referring  to  the  authorities  showing 
that  transfers  of  choses  in  action  are  supported  in  equity,  the  court 
proceeded :  "  This  right  of  the  widow,  then,  being  equitably  as- 
signable, may  be  enforced  under  our  present  code  in  the  name  of 
the  assignee.  For,  while  our  statute  may  not  have  enlarged  the 
common  law  right  as  to  equitable  assignments,  it  has  invested  the 
equitable  assignee  with  the  right  to  sue  in  his  own  name  as  he 
might  formerly  do  in  chancery.  Strong  v.  Bragg,*  can  not  be  re- 
conciled with  the  view  we  have  taken ;  but  that  case,  rightly  de- 
cided as  one  at  law,  was  wrongly  decided  as  a  case  in  chancery."^ 
The  doctrine  of  these  cases,  recognizing  the  power  of  a  court  \)f 
equity  to  enforce  the  contract  of  a  widow  for  the  sale  of  her  dower 
interest,  when  fairly  made,  and  to  protect  the  assignee  in  his 
rights,  seems  both  reasonable  and  just,  and  is  undoubtedly  sup- 
ported by  the  weight  of  authority.  A  case  or  two  may  be  found, 
however,  in  which  a  contrary  view  is  maintained.' 

88.  But  an  assignment  by  the  husband  of  **  all  and  singular  the 

>  Maccnbbin  v.  Cromwell,  2  Har.  k  G.  443. 

*  Strong  V.  Clem,  12  lod.  37. 

*  Strong  9.  Bragg,  7  Blackf.  62  ;  ante,  I  34. 

^  See,  also,  Robie  v.  Flanders,  33  N.  H.  524,  where  it  is  said  that  *<  tbe  parij  who 
takes  a  cooTeyance  of  the  right  of  dower  would  have  an  eqnitable  interest"  ;  Todd  v. 
Beatty,  Wright's  (Ohio)  R.  460 ;  Powell  v.  Powell,  10  Ala.  900  ;  Lamar  v.  Scott,  4 
Rich.  L.  516;  Waller  v.  Mardas,  29  Misso.  25 ;  Uaroilton  v.  Mohun,  1  P.  Wms.  122 ; 
Brown  v.  Meredith,  2  Keen,  527 ;  15  Eog.  Gh.  R. 

*  Saltmarsh  v.  Smith,  32  Ala.  404 ;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  1 1  111.  384. 
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legacies,  debts,  moneys,  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
soever, and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  of,  or  to  vhich  the  said 
(husband)  in  right  of  his  wife,  or  otherwise,  was  possessed,  as  well 
under  the  will  and  codicil  of  Robert  Newby,  as  in  any  other  man- 
ner howsoever,"  will  not,  even  in  equity,  pass  a  right  of  dower  to 
which  the  wife  is  entitled  as  the  widow  of  a  former  husband.^ 
*'  Until  the  lands  to  be  held  in  dower,"  said  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
*^  are  assigned,  the  widow  has  no  estate  in  the  lands  of  her  deceased 
husband.     She  has  a  right  to  have  her  dower  assigned,  but  has  no 
estate  in  the  lands ;  and  her  after-taken  husband,  claiming  only  in 
her  right,  has  no  estate  in  the  lands.     And  supposing  the  widow's 
right  to  dower  to  be  an  interest  which  her  after-taken  husband  could 
assign  in  equity,  I  think  that  by  the  deed  of  the  15th  of  March, 
1834,  as  stated  in  this  bill,  Mr.  HaU  has  not  assigned  his  wife's 
claims  to  dower  to  the  plaintiffs.  .  .  .  There  is  no  recital  referring 
to  Mrs.  Hall's  claim  for  dower,  nor  are  there  any  words  aptly  or 
sufficiently  describing  it ;  and  without  saying  that  the  right  of  Mrs. 
Hail  might  not,  by  proper  means,  have  been  effectually  assigned  in 
equity,  I  think  that  by  this  deed,  describing  the  property  to  be  as- 
signed in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned,  Mrs.  Hall's  right  to  dower, 
if  existing,  did  not  pass." 

The  interest  of  the  widow  before  assignment  may  be  reached  in  equity 

by  creditors, 

89.  As  a  result  of  the  doctrine  of  the  equity  courts  above  dis- 
cussed, it  is  held  that  a  right  of  dower,  before  assignment,  may  be 
reached  by  a  creditor's  bill,  and  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
debts.* 

40.  In  Tompkins  v,  Fonda,'  in  which  this  subject  was  thoroughly 
coDsidered  by  Chancellor  Walworth,  there  was  an  application  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  upon  a  judgment  creditor's  bill.  The 
only  property  of  the  demandant  was  her  right  of  dower  in  a  farm 
of  which  her  husband  had  died  seized ;  of  which  farm  she  had  con- 

1  Brown  v.  Meredith,  2  Keen,  527;  15  Eng.  Gh.  R 

*  Tompkins  v.  Fonda,  4  Paige,  44S;  Stewart  v.  McMartin,  5  Barb.  438,*  4  Kent, 
61 ;  1  Billiard,  B.  P.  2d  ed.  p.  165,  2  1&-  In  Missouri,  it  is  provided  hy  statute  that 
A  creditor  of  the  widow,  or  of  her  husband,  maj  have  her  dower  assigned.  1  Rer. 
Sut  Misso.  1855,  p.  676,  {  38.     See  ante.  {  32,  and  post,  {  41. 

*  Tompkins  v,  Fonda,  9upra, 
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I  in  posBession  with  the  heirs  of  her  hasband  from  the  time 
ath;  but  her  dower  therein  had  never  been  demanded  nor 
1  to  her.  And  the  only  question  presented  for  decision,  i 
lor  this  was  such  an  intercGt  as  could  be  reached  b;  the  aic 
rt  of  chancery,  after  the  return  of  an  execution  at  law  unsa 
The  chancellor,  after  referring  to  the  rule  at  law,  said :  "  1 
lily,  if  the  widow  is  in  possession,  or  is  entitled  to  an  assi 
of  dower  immediately,  the  want  of  a  mere  formal  assignm' 
irer  is  not  considered  material.  And  if  she  has  received 
e  of  the  whole  premises,  either  as  guardian  of  the  heirs  at  h 
lerwise,  she  will,  upon  the  taking  of  an  account  thereof, 
id  to  retain  her  third,  although  her  dower  has  not  been 
i.'  She  has  no  right,  therefore,  in  conscience  or  in  equi 
)rive  her  creditors  of  the  benefit  of  her  right  ot  dower,  for  i 
iction  of  their  debts,  by  continuing  in  possession  with  the  he: 
egleciing  to  ask  for  a  formal  assignment,  which  aBsignm< 
ntry  under  it,  would  enable  the  creditors  to  reach  it  by  e; 
I.  The  right  of  dower  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  is  bi 
erest  as  may  be  reached  by  the  aid  of  this  court,  and  appi 
!  satisfaction  of  complainani's  judgment.  Indeed,  the  te 
;s  in  action,'  as  used  in  the  statute,'  embraces  this  very  ca 
:  widow's  right  of  dower,  before  assignment,  is  not  an  esU 
,  but  is  properly  a  chose  in  action.*  Although  the  legal  ti 
lere  chose  in  action  can  not  be  assigned  so  as  to  authorize  i 
ee  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  in  his  own  name,  yet  in  equ 
issignments  are  sustained.  And  even  courts  of  law  now  reci 
;he  validity  of  such  assignments,  so  far  as  to  protect  t 
Bt  of  the  assignees  against  a  release  or  discharge  of  the  rij, 
ion  by  the  assignor.  It  must,  therefore,  be  referred  to  a  musi 

county  of  Saratoga,  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  to  take  fn 
eceiver  and  file  with  the  register  a  bond  with  sufficient  surcti 
ional  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his  trust.  And  after  i 
itment  of  Buch  receiver,  the  defendant  must  ussiga  to  bim, 
irpose  of  this  suit,  her  ri^bt  of  dower  in  the  farm.     The 

is  also  to  be  authorized  to  proceed  in  her  name  for  the 
r  and  assignment  of  her  dower  and  the  arrears  thereof  whi 

,  Wms.  122.   Se»,«l80,Ev«rtsonii.TBppen,B  John.  Cb.  497;  tuI.  i.,  ch.  xi 

lathei  v.  Btaaell,  1  Foitcr  (N.  U  ),  304  j  aat«,  J  ii. 

,.S.  174,  I  39. 

lob's  Law  Diet ,  title  Cboee  ;  Termet  De  La  Ley,  Gbose  ia  AclioD. 
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may  be  due.  And  after  such  dower  has  been  assigned,  the  receiver 
is  to  be  let  into  the  possession  of  the  lands  so  assigned  to  the  defend- 
ant for  her  dower,  and  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  until 
the  further  order  of  this  court."  This  ruling  was  followed,  and  a 
similar  decree  entered  in  Stewart  v,  McMartin,^  decided  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  same  State. 

41.  But  under  the  Missouri  statute  before  referred  to,*  enabling 
a  creditor  to  compel  an  assignment  of  dower,  the  rule  in  equity  is 
the  same  as  at  law,  and  a  purchaser  under  execution  can  not  avail 
himself  of  its  provisions  where  the  levy  and  sale  were  anterior  to 
any  admeasurement  of  dower  to  the  widow.  In  a  case  in  which  this 
point  was  considered,  the  court  said :  *'  Whether  she  (the  widow) 
could,  by  a  voluntary  assignment  of  this  chose  in  action,  enable  her 
assignee  to  sue  in  equity  to  have  the  dow(^r  assigned,  is  not  a  ques- 
tion involved  in  this  case.  .  .  .  The  plaintiffs,  who  were  purchasers 
at  the  sheriffs  sale,  can  not  be  regarded  as  assignees  of  the  interest, 
and  entitled,  therefore,  to  go  into  equity  to  have  the  dower  assigned 
to  them.  .  .  .  Although  the  plaintiffs  may  have  given  its  value  for 
the  dower  interest  in  this  case,  yet  as  our  experience  teaches  us 
that  such  a  mode  of  disposing  of  dower  must  produce  sacrifices,  the 
rule  must  be  uniform,  and  it  can  not  be  made  to  depend  upon  the 
amount  realized  by  the  sale.  The  purchasers  can  not  be  regarded 
as  creditors  and  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
execution,  as  the  right  of  substitution,  which  is  founded  on  equita- 
ble principles,  can  not  be  claimed  when  its  allowance  would  contra- 
vene the  policy  of  the  law.*'* 

A  right  of  dower  may  be  lost  or  extinguished  by  an  award. 

42.  As  a  right  of  dower,  before  assignment,  is  regarded  as  a 
mere  chose  in  action,  an  award,  founded  upon  a  submission  duty 
made  by  the  demandant  and.  the  parties  having  the  inheritance, 
will  be  binding  upon  them.  Thus,  in  Cox  v.  Jagger,*  the  widow 
agreed  with  the  heir  to  release  her  dower  to  the  tenants  in  pos- 

I  Stewnrt  v.  McMartin,  5  Barb.  438.  *  Ante,  {  32. 

>  Waller  v.  Mardos,  29  MUso.  25.     See  ante,  2  3^- 

*  Cox  V.  Jaggf  r,  2  Cow.  638.  A  statute  in  Oregon  provides  that  there  shaU  be 
no  BobmUsion  to  arbitrators  respecting  tlio  claim  of  any  person  to  an  estate  for 
life  in  lands ;  but  that  controversies  concerning  the  adrneaguremenl  of  dower  may  be 
submitted.     Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  176,  {  2. 
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session,  (they  having  become  purchasers  in  the  lifetime  of  the  hus- 
band), but  there  was  a  disagreement  as  to  the  amouitt  to  be  paid 
her.  The  matter  in  controversy  was  submitted  to  arbitrators,  who 
made  their  award.  Afterwards  the  widow  brought  suit  for  dower, 
claiming  that  a  right  of  dower  is  the  subject  of  a  real,  and  not  of  a 
personal  action,  and  therefore  that  the  submission  and  award  were 
invalid.  But  the  court  held  that  she  was  barred  by  the  award  from 
asserting  any  claim  to  the  land.^  In  Furber  v.  Chamberlain,*  the 
widow  recovered  judgment  of  dower  against  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session ;  and  subsequently  her  agent  entered  into  a  submission  with 
the  grantor  and  warrantor  of  the  tenant,  by  which  it  was  referred 
to  arbitrators  to  determine  what  sum  annually  should  be  paid  to 
the  widow  by  the  grantor,  instead  of  dower  being  assigned  to  her. 
An  award  was  made  fixing  the  sum,  and  a  bond  given  by  the  gran- 
tor to  pay  the  same,  but  after  several  payments  he  became  insol- 
vent, and  neglected  to  pay  further.  The  widow  had  not  discharged 
the  judgment,  nor  signed  any  release  of  her  dower.  It  was  held 
that  she  was  bound  by  the  award  so  long  as  payments  were  made, 
but  on  failure  of  payment  she  might  instituie  proceedings  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  land ;  that  the  true  meaning  of  the  submission 
was,  that  the  annual  payments  should  be  received,  not  in  lieu  and 
discharge  of  her  dower  in  the  land,  but  in  the  nature  of  rent  for  its 
use. 

Proceedings  to  redeem  may  be  instituted  by  the  widow  before  her 

dower  has  been  assigned. 

43.  It  has  been  elsewhere  shown,  that  where  lands  are  subject  to 
an  incumbrance  valid  against  the  widow,  she  must,  as  against  the 
mortgagee,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  redeem  the  lands  before 
she  can  claim  her  dower.'  It  follows,  as  a  necessary  result  of  this 
principle,  that  she  may  institute  proceedings  to  redeem  before  her 
dower  has  been  assigned.^ 

1  To  thv  same  effect  is  ShoiweU  v  Sedam,  3  Ohio,  5. 

s  Furber  v.  Chamberlain,  9  Foster  (N.  H.),  405. 

«  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxiii.,  {  22. 

«  Ibid.     See  post,  ch.  yii.,  {{  26-31 ;  1  HilUard,  R.  P.  2d  ed.  p.  165,  {  17. 
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Quarantine  at  Common  Law. 

1.  According  to  Lord  Coke  the  laws  of  England,  before  the 
Conquest,  secured  to  the  widow  the  right  to  continue  an  entire 
year  in  her  husband's  house,  within  which  time  her  dower  was  to 
be  assigned.*  It  is  worthy  of  observation,  however,  that  the  Charter 
of  Henry  I.,  granted  in  1101,  and  about  thirty-five  years,  only, 
subsequent  to  the  Conquest,  although  recognizing  the  right  of 
dower,  contains  no  provision  for  the  widow's  quarantine;'  nor 
does  Olanville,  whose  work  was  written  in  the  reign  of  Henry  11.,^ 
make  any  allusion  to  it.  But  the  mode  of  endowment  in  common 
use  in  the  time  of  that  writer,  was  ad  ostium  ecclesisd  ;  and  where 
the  widow  was  thus  endowed  of  specific  lands,  no  further  assign- 
ment was  necessary,  and  it  was  her  privilege,  if  the  lands  assigned 
her  were  vacant  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  to  enter  at  once  upon 
the  enjoyment  of  her  estate/  The  Great  Charter  of  King  John,^ 
however,  contains  an  express  provision  that  the  widow  ^^  may  remain 
in  her  husband's  house  forty  days  after  his  death,  within  which 


>  Co.  Litt.  32  b. 

*  Bl.  Intr.  to  the  Great  Charters,  Law  Tracts,  286,  note  d. ;  Thomson's  Charters, 
403  ;  Tol.  i.,  ch.  i.,  {  12. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  i.,  2  14. 

«  Olany.  lib.  6,  ch.  1  and  4;  vol.  i.,  ch.  i.,  |2  14,  20,  24.  QlanviUe  details  with 
particolaritj  the  remedy  provided  for  the  widow  where  any  part  of  the  dower  lands 
was  occupied  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  or  where  in  consequeoce  of  the  endow- 
ment having  been  of  the  husband's  lands  generally,  it  became  necessary  to  demand 
an  assignment.    Qlanv.  lib.  6,  ch.  4,  et  $eq, 

»  A.  D.  1215. 

VOL,  II.  4  (49) 
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time  her  dower  shall  be  assigned."^  The  privilege  thus  conferred 
upon  the  widow  is  called  her  quarantine.^  In  the  first  Charter  of 
Henry  III.,'  the  following  clause  is  added  to  the  foregoing  provision 
of  the  Charter  of  King  John  :  "  Unless  it  shall  have  been  assigned 
before,  or  excepting  his  house  shall  be  a  castle  ;*  and  if  she  departs 
from  the  castle,  there  shall  be  provided  for  her  a  complete  house 
in  which  she  may  decently  dwell  until  her  dower  shall  be  assigned 
to  her  as  aforesaid/'*  In  the  second  Charter  of  Henry  III./  it  is 
further  provided  that  ^'  she  shall  have  her  reasonable  estover  within 
a  common  term.'*^  It  appears  to  have  been  determined  that  the 
day  upon  which  the  husband  died  was  to  be  accounted  the  first  day, 
thus  practically  restricting  the  widow  to  thirty-nine  days.*  Mr. 
Barrington  remarks  that  "  one  of  the  reasons  for  the  widow  con- 
tinuing forty  days  within  the  capital  messuage,  was  to  prevent  a 
supposititious  child,  which  deceit  was  not  uncommonly  practiced  in 
those  times,  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  old  writ  Be  ventre  inspi- 
etendo.'*^  But  probably  the  true  reason  is  to  be  found  in  a  tender 
regard  for  her  condition;  for  it  would  seem  barbarous  in  the  ex- 
treme to  compel  the  widow  to  leave  the  home  in  which  she  had 

1  King  John's  Magna  Carta^  ch.  7  ;  Bl.  Charters,  ziii. ;  Thomson's  Charters,  68 ; 
Tol.  i.,  ch.  1,  {  15. 

<  Co.  Litt.  32  b.,  34  b. ;  2  Inst.  16,  17.  Lord  Coke  cites  as  his  authority  for  the 
statement  that  before  the  Conquest  the  widow  was  entitled  to  remain  a  whole  year 
in  her  husband's  house,  "Lamb.  Sect.  120,  71,  and  di?ers  ancient  manuscripts." 
Co.  Litt.  32  b.  Beames,  in  bis  edition  of  Glanville,  quotes  the  following  passage 
from  the  laws  of  Canute,  as  evidence  of  the  favor  extended  to  the  widow  at  that 
early  day :  **  Vbi  mariiut  habitavU  absque  lite  et  absque  controvertiaj  habitenl  uxor  tt 
ivfana  ubique  absque  lite.  LL.  Canuti,  70,  Ed.  Wilkins."  Beames'  Glanv.  p.  131, 
note.  The  *' Ancient  Laws  and  Institutes  of  England"  contain  the  original  Saxon 
version  of  the  law  here  referred  to,  and  the  following  translation :  "  And  where  the 
husband  dwelt  without  claim  or  contest,  let  the  wife  and  the  children  dwell  in  the 
same,  unassailed  by  litigation.'^  1  Anc.  Laws  and  Inst,  of  Eng.,  p.  415,  pi.  73.  Bj 
another  law  of  Canute,  if  the  widow  married  within  the  period  of  twelve  months 
after  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  forfeited  all  the  goods  and  lands  received  from 
her  first  husband.     Ibid.  p.  417,  pi.  74;  vol.  1.,  ch.  i.,  {{  8,  19. 

*  A.  D.  1216. 

*  **  This  is  intended  of  a  castle  that  is  warlike,  and  maintained  for  the  necessary 
defence  of  the  realm,  and  not  for  a  castle  in  name  maintained  for  habitation  of  the 
owner."    2  Inst.  17  ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  27,  {  1. 

ft  Thomson's  Charters,  108, 109;  Black.  Charters,  zxyiil,  c.  7;  vol.  i.,  ch.  1,  {  16. 

*  A.  D.  1217. 

7  Black.  Chart  xxxv. ;  Thomson's  Charters,  118,  121 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  1,  {  17;  Park, 
Dow.  250. 

B  Dyer,  foL  76  b.,  7  E.  YI.;  2  Inst.  17.  *  Barring.  Obs.  Anc.  Stot.  10. 
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been  accustomed  to  dwel],  immediately  upon  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, and  before  any  opportunity  had  been  afforded  her  to  make 
provision  for  her  future  sustenance  and  support.^ 

2.  It  is  a  controverted  question  in  the  old  books,  whether,  at 
common  law,  the  widow  was  entitled  to  be  supported  from  her  hus* 
band's  estate  during  the  period  of  her  quarantine.  Lord  Coke 
maintains  that  the  term  ^^estover  "  occurring  in  the  second  Charter 
of  Henry  III.,  is  to  be  taken  in  its  enlarged  sense,  and  as  entitling 
the  widow  to  maintenance  during  that  time.  '^  So  as  estoverium  here,** 

he  says,  ^Ms  taken  for  sustenance This  word  estoverium 

cometh  of  the  French  verb  estover^  id  estj  alere^  to  sustain  or 
nourish,  and  this  agreeth  with  the  said  old  books ;  and  in  this  sense 
it  is  taken  in  the  Statute  of  Gloucester.  Trover  estovers  in  viver 
and  v€sturey  that  is,  things  that  concern  the  nourishment  or  main- 
tenance of  man  in  victu  and  vestitu^  wherein  is  contained,  meat, 
drink,  garments  and  habitation When  estovers  are  re- 
strained to  woods,  it  signifieth  house-bote,  hedge-bote  and  plough- 
bote."'  And  this  view  appears  to  have  been  generally  adopted  and 
acted  upon  in  practice.'  But  in  a  marginal  note  by  Newton  to  Fitz- 
herbert's  Natura  Brevium,  this  proposition  is  denied  in  these  terms : 
^^  The  woman  shall  not  have  meat  and  drink ;  for  the  statute  doth  not 
extend  to  it.  But  Fitzherbcrt  in  abridging  the  case,  queries  if  she 
may  kill  anything  for  her  provision,  if  there  be  not  any  provision 
in  the  house.  **^ 

Quarantine  in  the  United  States. 

8.  The  quarantine  of  the  widow  was  not  overlooked  in  the  early 
legislation  of  this  country/  and  later  enactments  have,  in  many 
instances,  materially  enlarged  this  important  right.^ 

1  Speaking  of  the  form  of  the  writ  giyen  bj  Glanytlle  for  the  assignment  of 
dower,  directing  that  the  dower  lands  should  have  a  messuage  upon  them,  (Glanv. 
book  13,  ch.  20),  Mr.  Beames  sajs:  *^It  was  certainly  a  qvalification  of  the  severity 
of  the  rale  which  would  turn  the  widow  out  of  that  house  9he  might  possibly  long 
have  occupied  with  her  husband  as  its  mistress."    Beamee'  Glanv.  p.  131,  note. 

«  2  Inst  I 1, 

*  Jenk.  Cent.  284,  pi.  16 ;  9  Yin.  Abr.  273,  title  Dower,  (I.  a.)  pi.  2,  3,  4 ;  Doe  d. 
Groves  v.  Groves,  16  Law  Jour.  N.  S.  279;  Park,  Dow.  250,  note;  1  Roper,  H.  & 
W.  388 ;  1  Bright,  H.  t  W.  363,  pi.  4. 

*  Fit£h.  N.  B.  162,  in  margin. 

^  See  references  to  early  statutes  on  the  subject  of  dower  and  quarantine^  in  vol. 
i.,  ch.  ii. 

*  See  ante,  ch.  ii.,  2|  22-25. 
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4.  In  Virginia/  until  dower  is  assigned,  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
occupy  and  enjoy  the  mansion-house  and  curtilage  without  charge. 
So  in  Kentucky,*  and  in  Florida.*  In  several  of  the  States,  as  we 
have  seen,^  the  widow  is  authorized  to  retain  possession  of  the 
entire  plantation  with  its  improvements  until  her  dower  has  been 
set  off  to  her.*  The  rule  is  the  same  in  Rhode  Island,  except  that 
she  is  required  to  bring  her  writ  of  dower  within  twelve  months 
after  probate  of  the  will  or  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration.* 
And  in  several  of  the  States  in  which  this  privilege  is  given  her, 
the  widow  is  permitted  to  occupy  a  portion  of  the  premises  for  a 
specified  time,  even  though  her  dower  is  assigned  before  the  expira- 
tion of  that  time.  Thus,  in  Arkansas,^  she  may  tarry  in  the  man- 
sion or  chief  dwelling-house  of  her  husband  for  two  months  after 
his  death,  and  in  the  meantime  is  entitled  to  her  reasonable  sus- 
tenance out  of  his  estate.  In  Massachusetts,*  Michigan,*  Wis- 
consin,^* Minnesota,"  and  Oregon,^*  where  the  husband  dies  seized, 
the  widow  may  continue  to  occupy  the  premises  with  his  heirs,  or 
receive  one-third  of  the  rents  and  profits,  so  long  as  they  do  not 
object.^*    And  in  Massachusetts,^^  the  widow  is  entitled  to  remain 


1  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {  8.  The  Virginia  atatate  of  1664  contains  no  allnsion 
to  quarantine.  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  4.  The  Act  of  1673  is  also  silent  upon  that  sub- 
ject. Ibid.  The  Act  of  1705  allowed  the  widow  to  continue  in  the  mansion-house 
and  messuage  or  plantation  thereto  belonging,  free  of  charge,  until  her  dower  was 
assigned.  3  Hen.  Stat.  374.  2  8.  Re-enacted  in  1748.  5  Hen.  Stat.  p.  448,  {  14 ;  and 
in  1785.     12  Hen.  SiaU  p.  163,  {  1.     See,  also,  1  Rey.  Code,  1819,  p.  403,  {  2. 

s  2  Rey.  St.  Kj.  by  Sunton,  p.  26,  {  9.  Prior  to  the  revised  statutes  of  1852.  the 
widow  was  permitted  to  retain  possession  of  the  entire  plantation  until  the  assign- 
ment of  her  dower.  1  Kj.  Rev.  Laws,  573 ;  Chaplin  v.  Simmons,  7  Hon.  337  ; 
Hyzer  v.  Stoker,  3  B.  Mon.  117;  Renfroe  v.  Taylor,  12  B.  Mon.  407  ;  Driskeli  v. 
Hanks,  18  B.  Mon.  855.    See  post,  {  6. 

s  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  186,  {3.  «  Ante,  ch.  ii.,  22  22-25. 

^  Rev.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  470,  art.  174;  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480, 
2  16 ;  Clay's  Dig.  Ala.  Stat.  p.  173,  2  7 ;  Dig.  Sut.  Ark.  1858,  p.  453,  2  18 ;  Nixon's 
Dig.  Stat.  N.  J.  p.  209,  2  2 ;  p.  212,  2  24 ;  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  672,  2  ^1 ;  1 
Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  155)  2  2*7.  In  Alabama  it  has  been  decided  that  the  right  to  oc- 
cupy the  dwelling-house,  given  by  statute,  (Code  1852,  2  1359),  is  not  in  lieu  of 
dower  for  the  time  being,  but  is  an  extension  of  the  quarantine.  Perrine  v.  Perrine, 
35  Ala.  644. 

•  Rev.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  2  6.        ^  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  453,  2  17. 

8  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  470, 11,  •  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  p.  852,  2  12. 

i«  Rev.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  2  12.     i^  Stot  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  2  12. 

M  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  2  12.        "  See  ch.  ii.,  22  22-25. 

i«  Qen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  471,  2  18. 
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in  the  dwelling  house  of  her  husband  forty  days  without  being 
chargeable  with  rent.  In  Michigan/  Wisconsin,'  Minnesota,'  and 
Oregon,^  she  may  remain  in  the  dwelling-house  one  year,  and  is 
entitled  to  her  reasonable  sustenance  out  of  the  estate  for  the  same 
length  of  time.  In  New  York,^  the  widow  may  tarry  in  the  chief 
honse  of  her  husband,  and  is  entitled  to  reasonable  sustenance  out 
of  his  estate  for  forty  days  after  his  death.  In  Maine,^  the  period 
of  the  quarantine  is  fixed  at  ninety  days.  In  Ohio,^  at  one  year. 
In  Indiana,'  it  is  provided  that  the  surviving  wife  and  minor 
children  shall,  in  all  cases,  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  ordinary 
dwelling-house  of  the  family,  and  to  occupy  the  same,  and  the 
messuage  thereto  appertaining,  and  fields  adjacent,  if  any,  not  to 
exceed  forty  acres,  free  of  rent  for  one  year  from  the  death  of  the 
husband.  In  Vermont,*  and  Connecticut,^^  the  widow  may  continue 
to  occupy  the  estate  with  the  childten  and  family  of  the  deceased 
until  her  dower  is  set  out.^^ 

5.  The  privilege  of  quarantine  extends  only  to  such  property  as 
the  widow  is  dowable  of.  It  does  not  apply  to  leasehold  estates, 
except  in  those  States  where  interests  of  that  description  are  made 
subject  to  dower."  And  it  has  been  held  that  quarantine  can  not 
be  claimed  of  property  held  in  common.  In  Collins  v.  Warren,^ 
where  this  point  was  fully  discussed,  the  court  said :  ^^  This  deed 
makes  them  tenants  in  common  of  the  lot  in  controversy,  and  on 
the  death  of  Warren,  his  widow  would  be  entitled  to  dower  in  his 
interest  in  the  lot ;  and  this  being  a  suit  to  eject  her  from  the  pos- 
session of  the  entire  lot,  she  relies  on  the  dower-  law  in  the  code 
of  1845,  and  defends  herself  under  the  16th  section  thereof,  which 
enacts  that  until  dower  be  assigned,  the  widow  may  remain  in  and 
enjoy  the  mansion-house  of  her  husband,  and  the  messuage  or 
plantation   thereto  belonging,  without   being   liable   to  pay  any 

>  2  Ck>mp.  Lawg  Mich.  1857,  p.  854,  {  23. 

«  Wit.  Rev.  SUt  1858,  p.  548,  {  23.       >  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  23. 

«  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {  23. 

ft  1  Rer.  Sut.  N.  Y.  p.  742,  {  17.  A  dwelling-hoase  is  an  entire  thing.  It 
inclades  the  building  and  Bach  attachments  as  are  usually  occupied  by  the  family 
for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  the  bouse.     Chase  v.  Hamilton  Ins.  Co.,  20  N.  T.  52. 

•  Rer.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  606,  {16. 

T  I  Swan  k  Critchf.  Rev.  Sut.  Ohio,  p.  518,  2  1. 

>  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  1853,  p.  253,  {  28.  *  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  1863,  p.  413,  {  10. 
M  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  382,  2  1^.                 "  See  ch.  ii.,  {  24. 

»  Voelckner  v,  Hudson,  I  Sand.  S.  C.  Rep.  215.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xvii.,  J}  12-18. 
u  Collins  0.  Warren,  29  Misso.  236. 
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rent  for  the  same.^  Now,  although  under  this  statute,  a  widow 
may  sue  to  recover  her  quarantine  when  ejected,  or  may  defend 
herself  under  it  against  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  heir,  or 
those  claiming  under  him,  yet  under  the  case  as  stated,  we  do  not 
consider  the  section  referred  to  furnishes  her  any  defence  to  this 
action.  Two  are  tenants  in  common  of  a  house  and  lot ;  one  of 
the  tenants,  who  is  in  possession,  dies ;  c»n  such  widow,  under  the 
above  cited  section,  hold  the  possession  of  the  entire  house  and  lot, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  surviving  tenant?  Gould  the  legislature 
have  intended  that  the  section  should  apply  in  such  a  case,  and 
the  widow  be  entitled  to  retain  the  entire  house  and  lot,  excluding 
the  co-tenant,  and  depriving  him  of  all  rent  for  his  property? 
Now,  whether  the  widow's  right  be  a  third,  a  half,  or  a  child's 
part,  on  what  principle  can  the  law  give  her  a  right  to  remain  in 
the  entire  mansion-house  at  the^  expense  of  a  co-tenant  who  has  as 
great  if  not  a  greater  interest  in  it  than  she  has?  It  may  be  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  do  such  an  act  by  laws  operating  pro- 
spectively, but  respect  for  that  department  of  the  government, 
would  prevent  us  from  holding  the  opinion  that  any  such  thing  was 
ever  contemplated.  The  law  was  only  designed  for  the  cases  where 
the  husband  died  the  sole  owner  of  the  mansion-house.  It  must  be 
his  and  his  exclusively.  It  was  never  intended  that  the  widow 
should  have  her  quarantine  at  the  expense  of  those  who  are  in 
no  ways  connected  with  her.  This,  then,  being  a  case  in  which 
the  widow  can  not  have  any  quarantine,  she  stands  as  she  would 
at  common  law  when  the  quarantin<e  bad  expired.  She  would  be 
ejected  by  the  heir  and  made  to  pay  damages."  As  the  plaintiff, 
however,  was  entitled  to  an  undivided  moiety,  only,  his  recovery 
was  limited  accordingly. 

6.  So,  in  Illinois,  it  has  been  held  that  unimproved  lands  situate 
some  three  miles  distant  from  the  farm  occupied  by  the  husband  at 
his  death,  are  not  subject  to  quarantine.^  But  it  is  clearly  the 
right  of  the  widow  to  retain  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  farm 
on  which  the  dwelling-house  is  situated,  until  the  assignment  of 
her  dower.  And  it  has  been  suggested,  that  perhaps  she  may 
lease  the  same,  and  receive  the  rent  to  her  own  use  so  long  as  her 
dower  remains  unassigned.  The  possession  of  the  tenant,  in  such 
case,  it  was  remarked,  might  be  regarded  as  her  possession  within 

1  Re?.  Code  Misso.  1S45,  p.  432,  {  16.  «  Hoots  v.  Qraham,  23  III.  81. 
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the  true  intent  of  the  statute^  In  Alabama,  in  a  case  where  the 
husband  resided  in  a  town  exercising  the  calling  of  a  hotel  keeper, 
it  was  determined  that  his  widow  had  no  right  of  quarantine  in  a 
plantation  owned  bj  him  situate  several  miles  distant  from  his 
residence.*  Her  right  is  limited  to  the  dwelling-house,  outhouses, 
fcc,  until  her  dower  is  assigned.^  In  North  Carolina,  the  right  of 
quarantine  does  not  extend  beyond  the  land  on  which  the  husband 
has  his  chief  bouse.^  But  in  Kentucky,  where  formerly  the  quar- 
antine embraced  the  mansion-house  and  plantation,'  it  was  held 
that  a  town  lot,  including  the  mansion-house,  should  go  to  her  as  a 
plantation  would  in  the  country.*  And  she  was  held  entitled  to 
the  whole  plantation,  not  merely  that  part  of  it  which  was  enclosed. 
Although  not  authorized  to  extend  the  enclosures,  yet  where  the 
unenclosed  portions  consisted  of  the  wood  and  timber  land,  and 
constituted  a  part  of  the  plantation,  she  had  a  right  to  make 
reasonable  use  of  the  timber  growing  thereon,  for  fuel  and  neces- 
sary repairs.^  But  in  other  respects  she  could  only  enjoy  the 
plantation  as  it  was  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  not  as  it  was 
enlarged  or  extended  by  clearing  done  subsequently  thereto.^ 

7.  In  Indiana,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  term  '^messuage,"  as 
used  in  the  statute  regulating  dower  prior  to  the  revision  of  1852, 
may  include  a  few  acres  of  land  adjacent  to  a  dwelling-house,  but 
not  a  whole  farm.*  ''  It  is  difficult,'*  said  the  court,  ^*  to  define  with 
precision  the  signification  of  the  legal  term  mestniage.  Authors 
have  differed  in  their  understanding  of  its  import.  The  best 
writers,  however,  represent  it  as  synonymous  with  htmse^  and  as 
embracing  within  its  meaning  an  orchard,  garden,  curtilage,  ad- 
joining buildings,  and  other  appendages  of  a  dwelling-house;  but 
they  limit  the  ground  which  may  be  appropriated  to  these  purposes, 
to  a  small  quantity,  not  exceeding  an  'acre  or  more.'"^® 

8.  In  Missouri,  a  widow  electing  to  take  a  child's  share  under 


>  Clark  V.  Brownside,  15  ni.  62,  63.    Upon  this  point,  see  Renfroe  v.  Tajlor,  12 
B.  Mod.  407. 

<  Smith  o.  Smith,  13  Ala.  329.  >  Weaver  v.  Crenshaw,  6  Ala.  873. 

*  Spencer  v.  Weston,  1  Der.  k  Bat.  213.       ^  Ante,  {  4,  note. 

*  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  48. 

V  Roberts  v.  Commonwealth,  11  B.  Mon.  4.   But  see  Carej  v.  Buntain,  4  Bibb,  217. 
s  White  V.  Clarke,  7  Mod.  640. 

*  Grimes  o.  Wilson.  4  Blackr.  331.    See  ante,  {4. 

»  1  Thom.  Coke,  215,  216,  and  notes;  1  Shep.  Touch.  94;  2  Sauud.  401.  note  2. 
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the  statute,^  is  considered  as  a  dowress,  and  is  entitled  to  her  quar- 
antine until  her  share  of  the  estate  is  properly  assigned  to  her. 
If  the  r^nts  of  the  mansion-house  of  the  deceased,  or  of  the  plan- 
tation thereto  belonging,  be  collected  by  the  administrator,  she  is 
entitled  to  demand  the  same  up  to  the  date  of  the  assignment  of 
dower.  And  she  is  entitled  to  her  quarantine  of  the  whole  of  the 
farm  or  plantation  upon  which  the  mansion-house  of  the  deceased 
was  situated.  If  part  of  the  same  has  been  rented  by  the  husband 
to  a  tenant,  she  is  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  rents  of  the  estate 
until  the  expiration  of  the  tenant's  term ;  from  that  time  she  is 
entitled  to  the  whole  rent  until  dower  is  assigned.^  '^Our  own 
statute,"  the  court  observed  in  the  case  cited,  after  referring  to 
decisions  in  other  States  relative  to  this  subject,  ^^  extending  the 
widow's  quarantine  to  the  mansion-house  and  messuages,  or  plan- 
tation, may  be  well  understood  to  mean  that  when  the  mansion- 
house  was  on  the  plantation,  she  should  have  the  whole  plantation, 
without  restriction  to  the  messuage,  but  where  there  is  only  a  mes- 
suage attached  to  the  mansion-house,  she  should  have  only  that. 
This  appears  to  be  the  more  reasonable  when  it  is  considered  that 
so  large  a  portion  of  the  population  of  the  State  live  upon  and 
derive  their  support  from  plantations,  or  farms,  as  they  are  more 
commonly  called,  which  are  generally  small ;  and  that,  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  possession  of  the  whole  farm  by  the 
widow  may  be  very  often  of  great  importance  for  the  present  sup- 
port and  comfort,  not  only  of  the  widow  herself,  but  also  of  the 
family,  of  which,  by  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  has  become  the 
head.  And  it  is  improbable  that  any  great  injury  can  happen  to 
any  other  person  by  this  construction  of  the  statute,  for  any  person 
having  an  interest  in  the  land,  or  a  creditor  of  the  widow,  may 
apply  for  assignment  of  the  widow's  dower,  at  any  time  after  the 
husband's  death,  and  thus  terminate  her  quarantine.* 

9.  ^' There  remains  only  the  question,"  the  court  proceeded  to 
say,  ^^  whether,  if,  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  a  portion  of  the 
plantation  be  rented  out  and  possessed  by  a  tenant,  the  widow  is 
entitled  to  the  possession  or  receipt  of  rents  of  that  third  part,  and 
the  question  is  not  without  difficulty.  On  the  one  hand  it  forms  a 
portion  of  the  plantation,  to  the  whole  of  which  she  is  entitled ;  and 


1  1  Rev.  SUt.  MisBO.  1855,  p.  670,  {  11 ;  p.  672.  {  21. 

*  Orrick  v.  Robbias,  34  Misso.  226.  *  Post,  ch.  viii. 
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on  the  other  band,  the  statute,  which  confers  this  right,  apparently 
supposes  an  actual  possession  in  the  husband,  to  which  she  succeeds, 
by  providing  that  she  shall  remain  in  the  mansion-house,  &c.  If 
there  be  distinct  farms  or  plantations  upon  one  tract  of  land,  it  is 
clear  that  the  widow  has  her  quarantine  of  that  only  which  belonged 
to  the  capital  mansion-house  of  her  husband ;  that  is,  of  the  farm 
upon  which  was  situated  the  house  usually  occupied  by  the  husband 
immediately  before  the  time  of  his  death.  Again,  there  may  be 
one  farm  composed  of  several  distinct  tracts  of  land,  and  it  appears 
probable  that  in  such  a  case  the  widow  would  be  entitled  to  her 
quarantine  of  the  whole.  If  the  owner  of  a  plantation  rent  out  a 
particular  field,  or  a  part  of  it,  that  is  not  necessarily  a  separation 
of  the  field  or  part  from  the  plantation.  Whether  it  be  or  not  is 
a  question  of  fact  for  determination  in  each  case.  If  it  be  not  per- 
manently separated,  yet  the  widow's  right  being  merely  possessory, 
and  she  being  unable  to  have  actual  possession  during  the  term  cre- 
ated by  her  husband,  she  can  not  have  her  quarantine  of  such 
rented  part  until  the  term  shall  expire,  and  then  her  right  would 
immediately  attach.  In  this  case,  therefore,  we  think  the  widow's 
right  in  the  rents  collected  by  the  administrator  to  be  as  follows : 
for  the  rents  received  for  the  unexpired  term  created  by  her  hus- 
band, she  was  entitled  only  to  a  part  thereof,  in  proportion  to  her 
general  interest  as  dowress  in  the  real  estate ;  and  from  the  time 
of  the  expiration  of  the  term  created  by  the  husband  to  the  time  of 
the  assignment  of  her  dower  she  was  entitled  to  the  whole  rent." 

10.  The  provision  for  quarantine  relates  only  to  the  claim  of  the 
widow  against  the  heirs,  or  those  claiming  the  estate  under  her  de- 
ceased husband,  and  does  not  apply  to  strangers,  or  persons  claim- 
ing by  an  adverse  title.  She  is  in  no  better  condition  to  defend 
her  possession  against  an  adverse  or  paramount  title,  than  her  hus- 
band would  have  been.^ 

11.  Where  a  widow  obtained  a  decree  against  an  infant  heir, 
directing  commissioners  to  assign  dower,  which  she  might  have  had 
executed  immediately,  but  delayed  for  a  year,  during  which  time 
she  remained  in  the  mansion-house  and  consented  to  the  cultivation 

1  Taylor  v,  McCrackin,  2  Blackf.  260 ;  SheltoQ  v  Carrol,  16  Ala.  148 ;  Oaklej  v. 
Oaklej,  30  Ala.  131.  But  where  the  widow  is  allowed  by  statateto  remaia  in  p08- 
■eision  until  her  dower  is  set  oat,  she  may  defend  her  possession  agaiast  the  alienee 
of  her  husband.  Shelton  v.  Carrol,  16  Ala.  148  ;  Cook  v.  Webb,  18  Ala.  810;  Pharis 
V.  Leach  man,  20  Ala.  662. 
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of  the  land  by  the  agent  of  the  heir ;  and  after  her  dower  was  as- 
signed, received  one-third  of  the  rents  of  the  messuage  and  planta- 
tion thereto  belonging,  accrued  before  dower  was  assigned,  claiming 
no  more  at  the  time ;  and  subsequently  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  other  two-thirds  of  the  rents,  the  court,  although  in  doubt 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  right  of  quarantine  under  the  Virginia  stat- 
ute,^ held  that  she  must  be  content  with  the  arrangement  that  she 
had  made,  and  disallowed  her  claim  for  the  additional  rents.^ 

12.  A  grantor  gave  an  absolute  deed  of  real  estate,  and  at  the 
same  time  took  from  the  grantee  an  acknowledgment  that  he  held 
the  land  charged  with  the  settlement  of  the  just  debts  of  the  gran- 
tor. It  was  held  that  the  widow  of  the  latter,  who  bad  intermar- 
ried with  him  since  the  execution  of  the  deed,  was  dowable  of  the 
property  so  conveyed ;  and  as  against  the  grantee  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  mansion  house,  although  embraced  in  the 
grant,  and  might  defend  her  possession  as  widow  and  dowress  against 
an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  him.' 

13.  It  has  been  decided  in  North  Carolina,  that  a  widow  who, 
after  the  death  of  her  husband,  occupies  his  residence,  his  children, 
some  of  whom  are  of  age,  living  with  her,  is  under  no  obligation 
to  pay  the  taxes  accruing  thereon  between  his  death  and  the  assign* 
ment  of  her  dower  ;  and  consequently  that  a  purchase  by  her  of 
the  premises  for  such  taxes,  made  after  the  assignment  of  dower, 
without  actual  fraud,  will  not  be  set  aside  in  favor  of  her  husband's 
creditors.* 

14.  The  heir  can  not  maintain  an  action  for  a  trespass  committed 
on  the  quarantine  lands  of  the  widow  before  an  assignment  of 
dower.'^  The  case  in  which  this  point  was  determined  arose  under 
an  early  Virginia  statute,  permitting  the  widow  to  occupy  the  plan- 
tation on  which  her  husband  resided  until  the  assignment  of  her 
dower.'  Upon  the  trial,  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to  direct 
the  jury  that  in  a  case  of  intestacy  there  was  no  possession  by  the 
heir  of  any  part  of  the  estate  on  which  the  mansion-house  stood, 
although  the  same  should  not  be  a  part  of  the  enclosed  land.  The 
court  held  that  the  heir  could  not  be  regarded  as  in  possession  until 
the  dower  was  assigned.     The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove  that 


1  1  Va.  Rev.  Code,  ch.  107,  J  2.  *  GrajsoD  v,  Moncure,  1  Leigh,  449. 

'  Doe  V.  Bernard,  7  Smedes  k  Marsh.  319.     ^  Branson  v.  Yancj,  I  Dev.  Eq.  77. 
^  Latham  v.  Latham,  3  Gall}  181.  *  See  ante,  2  ^i  note. 
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the  trespass  was  committed  on  certain  woods,  part  of  the  tract  of 
land  on  which  the  mansion-house  was  situated ;  but  the  court  de- 
cided that  no  testimony  to  prove  such  trespass  during  the  life  of 
the  widow  and  prior  to  the  assignment  of  dower  could  be  given.  A 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defendant  were  affirmed  on  error. 

Forfeiturt  of  quarantine, 

15.  By  the  common  law  a  widow  forfeits  her  quarantine  by  a 
second  marriage.  "  Therefore  if  she  marry  within  the  forty  days 
she  loseth  her  quarantine,  for  then  her  widowhood  is  past,  and  she 
hath  provided  for  herself,  and  the  quarantine  is  appropriate  to  her 
widow's  estate.'*^  So  if  she  depart  from  her  husband's  house 
during  the  period  allotted  for  her  quarantine,  her  right  is  thereby 
determined.* 

16.  The  rule  is  not  uniform  on  this  subject  in  the  American 
States.  In  Virginia,  a  removal  from  the  premises  by  the  widow 
does  not  forfeit  her  quarantine.  She  may  occupy  and  cultivate  the 
land  herself,  or  allow  another  to  do  it  for  her.*  The  rule  is  the 
same  in  Alabama.  "  Having  the  right  of  possession  by  the  statute," 
say  the  court  in  a  case  determined  in  that  State,  ^'  she  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  rents  and  profits,  and  may  hold  the  premises  free 
from  molestation  or  rent.  Nor  could  it  have  been  the  object  of  the 
Ktatute  to  coerce  her  to  remain  in  person  on  the  premises  ;  or  rather, 
to  make  her  title  depend  on  that  condition ;  for  it  may  be  that  she 
could  only  derive  her  support  from  the  premises  by  renting  them ; 
and  to  hold  that  the  mere  removing  from  the  premises  defeats  this 
right,  might  in  many  instances,  defeat  the  very  intent  of  the  statute, 
which  is  a  provision  for  the  widow  until  her  dower  is  set  apart  for 
her."*  But  this  right  to  occupy  the  premises,  or  to  receive  the 
profits  for  her  maintenance,  is  so  far  personal  to  the  widow  that  it 
can  not  be  transferred  to  another ;  and  if,  before  her  dower  is  as- 
signed, she  make  a  conveyance  of  her  interest,  the  heir  may  recover 
in  ejectment  against  the  alienee.^  It  has  been  held  in  Missouri, 
however,  that  the  right  of  the  widow  to  remain  in  the  mansion- 

1  2  lost.  17 :  Co.  Liu.  32  b.,  34  b  ;  9  Y.d.  Abr.  2*72,  title  Dower,  (I.  a )  pi.  2 ;  1 
Roper,  H.  k  W.  3S8;  Tod.  Gas.  51. 

*  Hobart,  153;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  388.      '  McReynolds  v.  Counts,  9  Graft.  242. 

*  Inge  V.  Murphy,  14  Ala.  289;  Sbelton  v.  Carrol,  16  Ala.  148;  Oakley  v.  Oakley, 
30  Ala.  131. 

»  Wallace  v.  Hall,  19  Ala.  367. 
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house  may  be  assigned.^  In  Eentnckj,  the  widow  may,  at  her 
option,  occupy  the  mansion-house  and  premises  attached,  or  rent 
them  out  and  receive  the  issues.'  But  if,  without  being  deforced, 
she  leave  the  premises  unoccupied  and  uncontrolled  by  her ;  that 
is,  if  she  abandon  them,  and  the  heirs  take  possession,  she  has  no 
right  or  remedy  under  this  provision  of  the  law  ;  she  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  rents  of  the  heirs,  but  can  claim  her  dower,  only,  and 
one-third  of  the  annual  value.'  And  where  the  widow  abandoned 
the  mansion-house  and  premises,  and  the  grandfather  of  the  heirs 
leased  them  to  tenants,  it  was  held  that  the  lease  was  to  be  regarded 
as  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs,  and  not  as  continuing  the  widow's 
possession.^  But  in  Alabama,  if  dower  has  not  been  assigned,  and 
the  administrator  rent  the  plantation  on  which  the  husband  resided 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  heirs  can  not  maintain  an  action 
against  him  for  the  rents.^  In  Mississippi  it  is  held  that  quar- 
antine is  a  personal  privilege  which  can  not  be  transferred,  and 
that  the  heirs  may  maintain  ejectment  for  the  mansion-house  against 
third  persons  claiming  under  the  widow  before  the  assignment  of 
her  dower.*  Still,  a  mere  permissive  occupancy  will  not  affect  her 
right.  If  it  be  shown  that  the  premises  are  held  in  possession  by 
a  third  person  with  the  consent  of  the  widow,  yet  unless  there  is 
evidence  that  she  has  given  a  lease,  or  actually  transferred  her 
privilege,  her  right  of  quarantine  is  not  impaired,  and  she  may  be 
let  in  to  defend,  and  successfully  maintain  her  right  of  posses- 
sion.^ 

17.  It  seems  that  in  the  United  States  a  marriage  by  the  widow 
does  not  work  &  forfeiture  of  her  quarantine.^ 

Right  of  quarantine  not  %ubject  to  levy  and  sale  on  execution, 

18.  We  have  seen  that  a  right  of  dower,  before  there  has  been 
an  assignment  to  the  widow,  is  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  on  exe- 

1  Stokes  V.  McAllister,  2  Misso.  163. 

*  Hjzerr.  Stoker,  3  B.  Mon.  UY  ;  Burk  v.  Osboni,  9  B.  Mon.  5Y9  ;  White  v.  Clarke, 
7  Mon.  640  ;  Renfroe  v.  Tajlor,  12  B.  Mon.  407.  See,  also,  Clark  v.  Brownside,  15 
HI.  63,  66. 

*  Burk  V.  Osboiu,  9  B.  Mod.  5*79;  Hjzer  v.  Stoker,  3  B.  Mon.  117. 

«  Burk  V.  Osborn,  9  B.  Mod.  579.  &  McLaughlin  v.  Goodwin,  23  Ala.  846. 

*  WalHs  V.  Smith,  2  Smedes  &  Marsh.  220. 
f  Doe  V.  Beruard,  7  Smedes  &  Marsh.  319. 

>  Shelton  v.  Carrol,  16  Ala.  148.  See,  also,  Pharis  v.  Leachman,  20  Ala.  662 ; 
McBejDolds  v.  CounU,  9  Gratt.  242 ;  White  v.  Clarke,  7  Mon.  640. 
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cntion  at  law.^     The  rule  is  the  same  with  respect  to  the  right  of 
qaarantine.' 

Remedy  of  the  widow  where  she  has  been  deforced  of  her  quarantine. 

19.  By  the  common  law,  if  the  widow  was  evicted  before  the  ex- 
piration of  her  quarantine,  by  the  heir  or  terre-tenant,  she  was  en- 
titled to  the  writ  de  quarantind  habendd^  a  summary  process  by 
which  she  was  speedily  restored  to  her  possession.^  Lord  Coke, 
says :  *'  If  the  widow  be  withholden  from  her  quarantine,  she  shall 
have  her  writ  de  quarantind  habendd  to  the  sheriff,  which,  reciting 
this  statute,*  is  in  nature  a  commission  to  him.  .  .  .  By  force  of 
which  writ  the  sheriff  may  make  process  against  the  defendant  re- 
turnable within  two  or  three  days,  &c.,  and  may,  and  ought  (if  no  just 
cause  may  be  shewed  against  it)  speedily  to  put  her  in  possession ; 
and  the  reason  why  such  speed  is  made,  is  for  that  her  quarantine 
is  but  for  forty  days."^  The  following  from  Fitzherbert,  is  upon 
the  same  subject  :*  '*  The  writ  of  qiuirantind  habendd  lieth,  where 
a  man  dieth  seised  of  any  messuage  and  lands,  &c.,  and  immediately 
after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  heir,  or  he  who  ought  to  have 
the  lands  after  his  death,  will  put  the  wife  out  of  the  messuage,  &c. 
Then  the  wife  shall  have  this  writ,  for  by  the  statute  of  magna 
earta^  cap.  7,  the  wife  shall  remain  in  the  capital  messuage  after 
the  death  of  her  husband  by  forty  days,  if  it  be  not  a  castle ;  and 
that  writ  is  vicontiel,  and  shall  be  directed  unto  the  sheriff,  and  he 
should  hold  plea  thereof.^  .  .  .  And  upon  that  writ  the  sheriff  shall 


>  Ante,  ch.  ii.,  {{  26-32. 

>  Wallic  o.  Smith,  2  Smedes  k  Marsh.  220 ;  Cook  v  Webb,  18  Ala  810. 
s  2  Inst.  16 ;  Co.  Litt.  34  b. ;  Fitzh.  N.  B.  162 ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  389. 

«  Magna  Carta,  chapter  7.  ^2  Inst.  16.  «  Fitzh.  N.  B.  161-2. 

^  Tbe  following  is  the  form  of  this  writ  as  given  by  Fitzherbert :  **  The  King  to 
the  sheriff,  Ac,  or  to  his  bailiSd  of  S.  greeting:  We  have  receiyed  information  by 
the  complaint  of  B.,  who  was  the  wife  of  D.,  that  whereas,  it  is  contained  in  the 
great  charter  of  the  liberties  of  England,  that  widows  shall  remain  in  the  capital 
loessQAge  of  their  husbands  for  forty  days  after  the  death  of  their  said  husbands, 
nnless  those  messaages  be  castles,  within  which  time  their  dowers  shall  be  assigned 
to  them,  and  that  in  the  meantime  they  shall  have  reasonable  estovers  of  the  goods 
thereof;  I.  of  G.  ylolently  ejected  her,  the  said  B.  immediately  after  the  death  of 
her  aforesaid  hnsband  from  the  capital  messuage,  which  was  his,  the  said  D.'s  in 
H.,  (although  it  is  not  a  castle,  and  her  dower  was  not  assigned  to  her),  and  did  not 
permit  her  to  take  her  estover  of  the  goods  thereof,  to  the  great  damage  and  griev- 
ance of  her,  the  said  B.,  and  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  charter  aforesaid :  And  be- 
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award  process  against  the  party  to  come  and  answer  the  same,  and 
shall  not  stay  until  the  county  court  be  holden  ;  for  this  writ  is  a 
commission  unto  him,  and  upon  the  same  he  shall  immediately 
make  process  against  the  party  for  to  answer,  &c.  within  two  or 
three  days,  according  to  his  discretion,  and  thereupon  to  proceed 
as  justices  shall  do  upon  a  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer." 

In  pleading  quarantine,  the  widow  was  required  to  show  with 
certainty  the  period  when  hor  husband  died,  and  the  time  of  the 
expiration  of  the  forty  days.* 

20.  With  but  few  exceptions,  the  statutes  in  the  American  States 
are  silent  in  regard  to  the  remedy  proper  to  be  pursued  by  the 
Widow  where  she  has  been  ejected  from  the  premises  held  by  her 
in  virtue  of  her  right  of  quarantine.  In  Virginia,  there  was  for- 
merly a  statutory  provision  to  the  effect  that  if  she  was  deforced 
before  assignment  of  her  dower  she  should  have  a  vicontiel  writ  in 
the  nature  of  a  de  quarantind  habendd?  By  the  present  statute  of 
that  State,  the  widow,  if  deforced  of  her  possession,  may,  on  com- 
plaint of  unlawful  entry  or  detainer,  recover  the  possession,  with 
damages  for  the  time  she  was  so  deprived.*  In  Kentucky,  it  is  said 
that  she  is  entitled  to  a  speedy  remedy  to  have  possession  restored 
to  her.*  In  Missouri,  in  an  early  case,  it  was  declared  that  eject- 
ment  is  the  appropriate  remedy  to  regain  possession  should  the 
widow  be  evicted.*  It  is  obvious  that  except  in  those  States  where 
the  common  law  right  of  quarantine  has  been  considerably  en- 
larged, to  compel  the  widow  to  resort  to  an  action  of  ejectment,  is 
equivalent  to  an  entire  deprivation  of  her  privilege.  Justice  would 
seem  to  require  that  a  more  summary  remedy  should  be  furnished 
her,  analogous  to  that  provided  at  common  law.  Perhaps  the  statutes 
of  many  of  the  States  regulating  proceedings  in  forcible  entry  and 
detainer,  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace  the  case  of  a 

cause  we  will  not  that  the  aforesaid  B.  be  injured  in  this  matter,  we  command  you 
tliat,  having  called  before  you  the  parties  aforesaid,  and  having  heard  from  them 
severally  their  reasons  thereupon,  you  cause  to  bo  done  to  her,  the  said  B.,  full  and 
speedy  justice  thereupon,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  charter  aforesaid,  lest  for 
want  of  justice,  repeated  complaint  shall  come  to  as.  Witness,  &c.^'  Fitzh.  N.  B. 
161-2. 

1  Kettiilesby  t».  Kettilleshj,  Dyer,  76  b. ;  1  Roper,  H.  A?  W.  389. 

>  Act  of  1785,  12  Hen.  Stat.  1G2 ;  1  Vtrg.  R.  C.  1819,  c.  107,  {  3. 

»  Va.  Code,  1849,  p.  475,  |  8. 

*  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  48  ;  Burk  v.  Osborn,  9  B.  Mon.  579. 

A  Stokes  V.  McAllister,  2  Misso.  163. 


on.   III.]  QUARANTINE.  63 

widow  who  has  been  forcibly  dispossessed  of  the  premises  allotted 
her  by  law  for  her  quarantine. 


Termination  of  the  quarantine. 

21.  At  common  law  the  right  of  the  widow  to  occupy  the  chief 
house  and  messuage  of  her  husband  ceases  with  the  expiration  of 
her  quarantine.  Unless  her  dower  has  been  assigned  within  the 
prescribed  period,  the  heir  may  expel  her  from  the  premises,  and 
compel  her  to  resort  to  legal  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  her 
dower.*  Mr.  Justice  Gould,  on  one  occasion,  said :  "  If  dower  be 
not  assigned  to  her  within  forty  days,  may  she  not  continue  until 
it  be  assigned  to  her  ?  I  think  the  court  would  not  turn  her  out 
until  dower  was  assigned  to  her.'**  But  this  doctrine  is  opposed 
to  the  clear  weight  of  authority,  and,  indeed.  Lord  Chief  Justice  De 
Grey,  in  subsequently  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court  in 
the  same  case,  placed  the  decision  upon  grounds  entirely  at  variance 
with  these  hastily  expressed  views  of  Mr.  Justice  Gould.'  And  he 
remarked:  " If  the  law  be  so,  we  can  not  determine  to  the  con- 
trary upon  inconvenience  or  the  hardship  of  the  law."* 

22.  In  an  early  case  in  New  York,  it  was  made  a  question 
whether,  under  the  phraseology  of  the  statute  of  that  State,  the 
widow  was  not  entitled  to  remain  on  the  premises  of  her  husband 
until  her  dower  was  assigned.  The  point  was  thus  disposed  of: 
**  The  privilege  of  the  widow  to  '  tarry  in  the  chief  house  of  her 
husband  for  forty  days,  or  until  her  dower  be  assigned  her,'  does 
not  protect  her  from  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  heir,  or  any 
person  deriving  title  from  him,  after  the  forty  days  have  elapsed. 
There  is  some  difference  between  the  words  of  our  statute,^  and 
magna  carta,  (c.  7),  from  which  the  statute  was  taken ;  but  it  is  a 
difference,  I  apprehend,  in  the  words,  only.  In  the  former  the  ex- 
pression is,  that  the  widow  *  shall  tarry  forty  days,  &c.,  or  until 
her  dower  be  assigned,'  &c.,  and  in  the  latter,  she  *  shall  tarry  forty 
days,  &c.,  within  which  time  her  dower,'  &c.     It  is  supposed  that 

1  Co.  Liu.  34  b. ;  Jenk.  Cent.  284,  Cas.  16 ;  4  Kent,  61  ;  Jackson  v.  O'Donaghy,  7 
John.  247;  Siglar  o.  Van  Riper,  10  Wend.  414,  419*,  McCullj  v.  Smith,  2  Bailej, 
103;  Rrans  o.  Webb,  I  Yeates,  424.     See  ante,  ch.  ii. 

*  Jn  Newman's  Lessee  v.  Newman,  3  Wils.  519. 

*  See  ETans  o.  Webb,  1  Yeates,  424 ;  Jackson  v.  O'Donaghj,  7  John.  247. 

*  3  Wils.  522.  6  1  Rev.  Laws,  51 ;  1  N.  R.  L.  56. 
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inder  our  statute  the  widow  has  »  right  to  her  quarantine  antil  h 
lower  be  assIgDed  her.     If  this  had  been  the  intention  of  the  leg! 
ature,  then  the  limitation  of  it  to  forty  days  would  be  useless.  Ti 
onstructioD,  therefore,  of  our  statute  and  magna  carta  must 
he  same;  and  that  of  the  latter  appears  to  be  well  settled.'" 

23.  But  in  several  of  the  States  this  rule  of  the  eommon  law  h 
een  abrogated,  and  the  widow  is  expressly  permitted  to  continue 
lOfisesBionuntil  her  doweris  assigned.  This  is  the  casein  Keatuckj 
Llabamn,'  Aricansas,*  Georgia,'  Virginia,*  New  Jersey,^  Mieaour 
Connecticut,*  Vermont,'"  Mississippi,"  KaDsaa,"  IJJinois,'*  and  t 
aw  was  formerly  the  same  in  Indiana.  " 
1 . 

■  Jackson  D.  O'Donaghj,  1  Joha.  34T. 

*  Drifkell  V.  Banks,  18  B  Moo.  SB5 ;  Chaplin  c.  Simmons,  1  Uoa.  338 ;  White 
'Urke,  Ibid.  610  ;  Carej  c.  BunUin,  4  Bibb,  21 T ;  Roberta  d.  Commoa wealth,  1 1 
lOD.  4  ;  Singleton  c.  Singleton,  B  Dana,  SI ;  Bark  c.  Oaborq,  9  B.  Mod.  b^9  ;  1 
^oDueli  D.  Bovdij,  4  Mod.  392,  399  ;  Stewart  e.  Stewart,  3  J.  J.  Uanb.  48  ;  Hji 
.  Stoker,  3  B.  Hon.  1  IT.     See  ante,  j  4,  and  note. 

>  Clay's  Dig.  113, {T;  luge  ■>.  Mnrpbj,  14  Ala.  289;  Shelton  v.  Carrol,  16  A 
48,  1^2;  Oakley  V.  Oakley,  30  Ala.  131;  Pharia  c.  Leachman,  20  Ala.  662;  1 
aughlio  v.  Uoodwin,  23  Ala.  846 ;  Cook  v.  Webb,  IB  Ala.  810. 

*  Dig.  Stal.  Ark.  18S8,  p.  453,  {IB;  HcDifee  v.  Henifee,  3  EnK.9  ;  Billn.Hitchi 
Ark.  608;  Morrill  v.  Menifee,  Ibid.  629. 

*  Act  Dec.  21,  1839;  Hotcbk.  433;  Bam  bo  ■>.  Bell,  3  Kelly,  207. 

*  MvBeynolda  e.  Coants,  S  Gralt  242.    Sae  ante,  J  4,  and  note. 

'  Niion's  Dig.  p.  209,  J  2 ;  Den  e.  Dodd,  1  Hatet.  3ST ;  Ackerman  t>.  Shelp, 
\tAtt.  126. 

>  1  Rev.  SUt.  Uiiio.  ISaS,  p.  6T2,  ]  21  ;  Stoke*  v.  HcAlliater,  2  Hiuo.  163. 

*  Stedman  v.  Fortune.  S  Codd.  462.  See  ante,  j  4,  aad  ch.  ii.,  J  24. 
10  Gorham  v.  Daniels,  23  Verm.  600.  See  ante,  {  4,  and  ch.  ii.,  \  24. 
"  Rer.  CodeHisBia.  18G7,  p.4T0,»rt   174. 

"  Comp.  Laws  Kanuu,  1862,  p.  480,  J  16. 
■>  1  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  155,  J  27. 

"  Ind.  B.  C.  1831,  p.  209;  Be<r.  SUt  1838,  p.  239;  Orimea  v.  Wilaon,  4  Blac 
31.     SeeanC«,  }  4. 


CHAPTER  IV. 


ASSIGNMENT  OF  DOWER  BT  THE  TENANT  OF  THE  FREEHOLD. 


2  1,  2.  Dower  may  be  assigned  with- 
out resort  to  legal  proceedings. 

3-5.  And  bj  parol. 

6,  7.  The  assignment  mast  be  made 
bj  the  tenant  of  the  freehold. 

8-10.  Not  essential  that  he  should 
hare  a  ralid  title. 

11.  Assigrnment  by  infant. 

12.  Assignment  by  guardian. 


13-15.  Assignment  by  joint  tenant. 

16-21.  Assignment  according  to  com- 
mon right. 

22-35.  Assignment  contrary  to  com- 
mon right. 

36.  Crops. 

37.  Estoppel  arising  from  assignment 
of  dower. 


Dower  may  be  assigned  without  resort  to  legal  proceedings, 

1.  The  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  immediately  after  her 
husband's  death ;  and  we  have  seen  that  by  magna  carta  it  was 
required  that  her  dower  should  be  set  out  to  her  within  forty  days 
after  the  happening  of  that  event.^  In  several  of  the  United  States, 
also,  this  duty  is  enjoined  upon  the  heir;  but  in  some  of  them  the 
period  within  which  it  is  to  be  performed  is  different  from  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  common  law.  It  follows  from  this  requirement  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  a  valid  assignment  of  dower,  that  legal  pro- 
ceedings should  be  instituted  by  either  party.  The  person  on 
whom  the  right  or  duty  is  devolved  of  making  the  assignment,  may 
at  once  proceed  to  set  apart  to  the  widow  her  proportion  of  the 
estate ;  and  if  this  be  fairly  done,  it  is  as  effectual  and  binding  as 
if  performed  under  a  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court.* 


1  Ante,  ch.  iii. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  389 ;  Park,  Dow.  265,  266 ;  4  Kent,  63 ;  Baker  v.  Baker,  4 
Greenl.  67;  Toung  v.  Tarbell,  37  Maine,  509;  Curtis  v.  Bobart,  41  Maine,  230; 
Austin  r.  Austin,  50  Maine,  74 ;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314 ;  Conant  v.  Little,  Ibid. 
189;  Shattuck  v.  Gragg,  23  Pick.  88 ;  Johnson  o.  Morse,  2  N.  H.  48;  Pinkham  v. 
Qear,  3  N.  H.  163  ;  Meserve  v,  Meserve.  19  N.  H.  240 ;  Clark  v.  Muzzey,  43  N.  H.  59  ; 
Robinson  v.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88 ;  a.  c.  2  B.  Mon.  284 ;  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana, 
371 ;  Mitchell  v.  Miller,  6  Dana,  79 ;  Harrow  v.  Johnson,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  578 ;  McCor- 
mick  V.  Taylor,  2  Carter,  (Ind.)  336;  Boyers  v.  Newbanks,  Ibid.  388;  Moore  v. 
Waller,  2  Rand.  418;  Menifee  v,  Menifee,  3  Eng.  9;  Shelton  v.  Carrol,  16  Ala. 
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I.  The  statutes  of  a  number  of  the  States  point  out  the  manoe 
rhich  the  assignment  shall  be  made.'  In  Iowa,*  the  share  c 
widow  may  be  set  off  bj  mutual  consent  of  all  parties  interestec 
Ohio,'  if  the  lands  are  not  incumbered  by  mortgage,  or  b 
gments  recoyered  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased,  the  heir,  o 
son  having  the  next  estate  of  inheritance,  is  authorized  to  assig 
dower.  In  Illinois,*  the  dower  is  required  to  be  set  out  by  th 
7  or  tenant  of  the  freehold  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  dent 
the  hueband.  In  Connecticut,*  a  mode  is  provided  for  dividiii 
estate  between  the  widow  and  heir  without  suit.  And  in  Rbod 
ind'  and  Arkansas,'  special  provision  is  made  for  the  assignmer 
lower  by  amicable  proceedings.  Most  of  the  statutes  upon  ih 
ject  provide  that  an  assignment  by  the  tenant  shall  not  be  biD< 
upon  the  widow  unless  it  is  accepted  by  her;*  and  in  Nc 
mpshire,  the  same  rule  is  applied  by  the  courts.' 


The  a»eignment  may  he  by  parol. 

I.  Dower  may  be  assigned  by  parol.  The  widow  being  entitle 
common  right,  nothing  is  required  but  to  ascertain  her  share 
when  that  is  accomplished  by  the  assignment,  and  she  hi 
ered,  the  freehold  vests   in   her  without   livery  of  seizin  c 

;  JohnsoDC.  Kfil,  4  Aln.  16G;  Sutton  t'.  Burron's,  2  Murph.  (N.  C.)  T9 ;  Crock 
'ox,  1  Root,  227  ;  Bill  v.  Hitcliell,  t>  Ark.  6DS ;  Morrill  v.  MeaiFee,  Ibid.  62! 

i>,  MilUr,  1  Soutli.  321.  Wliere  a  widow  bas  eotered  and  ociupitd  a  tract 
I  for  more  than  Iwealy  jcars,  claiming  il  as  her  dower,  guarrt,  if  tlie  law  will  d 
ume  UD  nsEignmcDt  by  tlie  bcirs.  MtMillaa  v.  Turuer.  7  Jones,  L.  4^15.  TUe  e 
ics  incurred  in  makiog  tlie  assignment  niUBt  be  borne  bj-  the  tenHnl,  Hanba 
avia,  1  Strobh.  74. 

2  Comp,  Lawa  Mich.  1857,  p.  854,  {  28;  1  SUL  HI.  1858,  p.  163,  J  17  ;  1  Re 
L  Ohio,  p.  520,  i  S  ;  Laws  of  lona,  Rev.  18U0,p.  415,  I  2427  ;  Slut.  Conn.  185 
99,  i  46;  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.  1863,  p.  413,  J  12;  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p  jl 
;  p.  504,  J  5  ;  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  IS5S,  p.  455,  JJ  30-32.     Sec  poat,  |J  3-5. 

Laws  □(  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  p.  4ia,  {  242T.        ■  I  Rev.  SUI.  Ohio,  p.  520,  {  8. 

1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  153,  J  17. 

Sut.  Conn.  1854,  p.  499.  J  46.  *  Rev.  Stat  B.  I.  1857,  p.  503,  J  4  i  P-  ^^*>  i 
Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  IS58,  p.  455,  JJ  3t}-32, 

2  Comp.  Lawa  Mich.  185T,  p.  854,  {  S8 ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  520,  J  8 ;  Lai 
OWB,  Rev.  1860,  p.  416,  J  2427  ;  Rev.  SlaL  Wis.  1858,  p.  549,  |  28;  Slat.  Con 
4,  p.  499,  i  46;  Stat.  Uinn.  1868,  p.  41U,  |  28 ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  T43,  j  2 
.  Slat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  455,  gj  30-32;  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  IS57,  p.  503,  |  4 ;  p.  5(1 
[  Stat  Oregon,  1856,  p.  408,  |  28. 

Johnion  v.  Morse,  2  S.  H.  48  ;  Clark  «.  Huue;,  43  N.  H.  69, 
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writing.^  And  this  is  true,  not  only  when  the  dower  is  assigned 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  but  also  where  a  different  mode 
of  assignment  is  adopted  by  agreement ;  as  where  a  rent  issuing 
out  of  the  lands,^  or  an  undivided  third  part^  is  allotted  to  the 
widow.* 

4.  Remarking  upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Park  says  :*  "  Although  no 
estate  is  vested  in  the  dowress  until  the  certainty  of  the  land  is 
ascertained  by  assignment,  yet  as  the  estate,  although  suspended 
in  the  meantime,  does  not  pass  by  the  assignment,  but  the  dowress 
is  in,  in  intendment  of  law,  by  her  husband,  neither  livery  nor  writing 
is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  assignment.  In  the  very  learned 
reasons  for  the  appeal  in  Rowe  v.  Power,'  drawn  up  by  Mr.  Har- 
grave,  it  was  contended  that  this  was  only  true  as  applicable  to 
assignments  according  to  common  right,  and  that  even  a  tenant  in 
fee  could  not,  by  mere  agreement  with  a  widow,  and  without  livery, 
pass  a  legal  estate  in  dower  to  her  by  assigning  an  undivided  third, 
that  being  against  common  right.  It  was  therefore  contended, 
that  an  assignment  of  dower  in  the  form  of  an  undivided  third  by 
a  tenant  in  tail  solely  seized,  and  accompanied  with  livery,  was 
nothing  more  or  less  than  a  lease  or  feoffment  for  life  by  tenant  in 
tail,  not  warranted  by  the  enabling  statute  of  the  32  of  Henry  the 
VIII.  This  argument  is  negatively  opposed  by  the  current  of 
authorities  in  the  old  books  assuming  an  assignment  against  com- 
mon right  by  parol  to  be  valid,^  and  it  meets  with  but  little  support 
from  principle.  The  law  does  not  suppose  that  because  a  woman 
takes  an  assignment  of  dower  against  common  right  she  takes 
thereby  anything  short  of  an  estate  in  dower  properly  so  called. 


»  Co.  Liu.  35  a. ;  Park,  Dow.  269  ;  4  Kent,  63 ;  Rowe  v.  Power,  2  Bos.  k  Pal.  N. 
R.  1,  34;  CoDant  v.  Little,  1  Pick.  189;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  Ibid.  314;  Shattuck  v. 
Gragg,  23  Pick.  88  ;  Blood  v.  Blood,  Ibid.  80 ;  Johnson  v.  Morse,  2  N.  H.  48 ;  Pink- 
bam  r.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  163;  Meserve  v.  Meserve,  19  N.  H.  240  ;  Baker  t;.  Baker,  4 
GreenL  67;  Curtis  v.  Hobart,  41  Maine,  230;  Austin  v.  Austin,  50  Maine,  74; 
Bojers  v.  Newbaoks,  2  Carter,  (Ind.)  R.  388 ;  Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  166.  But  no 
fraud  must  be  practised  on  the  widow.    Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  166. 

*  Co.  Litt.  34  b  ;  Jenk.  p.  9 ;  Perk.  {  406 ;  9  Vin.  Abr.  263,  pi.  2. 

*  Coots  V.  Lambert,  Co.  Litt.  32  b.,  note  1 ;  Sty.  276 ;  1  RolL  Abr.  682 ;  Rowe  v. 
Power,  2  Bos.  k  P.  N.  R.  34. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.,  by  Jacob,  392.  *  Park,  Dow.  269,  270. 

*  Rowe  r.  Power,  nipra. 

^  It  was  admitted  in  the  reasons  for  the  appeal  that  the  case  of  Coots  v.  Lambert, 
wpra^  was  an  aathority  to  the  contrary,  but  the  plaintiff  in  error  claimed,  if  necessary, 
to  controvert  that  case. 
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and^f  she  takes  an  estate  in  dower  she  must  take  it  as  an  emanation 
from  the  estate  of  her  husband,  and  not  as  a  freehold  created  de 
novo  by  the  heir.  All  the  books  testify  that  if  a  woman  accepts 
an  assignment  of  dower  by  word  against  common  right,  she  is 
bound  by  it,  and  can  not  afterwards  demand  her  dower  to  be 
assigned  to  her  in  the  strict  manner.  Now  if  such  assignment 
against  common  right  was  to  be  considered  merely  as  a  grant  by 
the  heir  in  satisfaction  or  allowance  of  her  dower,  such  grant  could 
not  be  a  bar  to  her,  for  the  right  to  an  estate  of  freehold  can  not 
be  barred  by  a  collateral  recompense.  It  will  indeed  be  found 
from  the  books  that  even  a  rent  assigned  in  allowance  of  dower  of 
land  or  a  capital  messuage  is  good  without  deed,^  which  plainly 
shows  that  it  is  considered  as  coming  in  lieu  and  in  the  nature  of 
dower.  And  such  rent  must  be  pleaded  by  the  word  aBsignavit^ 
and  not  dedit.'*^ 

.  5.  But  in  some  of  the  States  it  is  required  that  the  assignment 
shall  be  in  writing.  This  is  the  case  in  Rhode  Island,^  Arkansas,' 
Ohio,^  and  Connecticut.^  In  Ohio,®  the  assignment  must  be  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  person  making  it.  In  Connecticut,^  the 
parties  legally  capable  to  act  may  make  a  division  of  the  lands  by 
an  instrument  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  duly  ac- 
knowledged and  recorded  in  the  probate  court.  In  Arkansas,^®  if 
the  dower  assigned  by  the  heir  be  accepted  by  the  widow,  he  is  re- 
quired to  make  a  statement  of  such  assignment,  specifying  what 
lands  have  been  set  off;  the  acceptance  of  the  widow  is  'to  be 
endorsed  thereon ;  and  such  statement  and  specification  of  dower 
and  acceptance  mus^be  proved  or  acknowledged  by  both  parties, 
and  filed  with  and  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  probate. 
If  the  heir  be  a  minor,  he  must  act  by  his  guardian. 


I  12  Hen.  IV.  176;  7  Hen.  VI.  33  b. ;  Jenk.  Cent.  1,  Ca.  17;  Hob.  153;  Perk. 
{  406. 

«  Post,  ?  26. 

s  Wentworth's  case,  Cro.  Eliz.  452.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  assignment  here 
spoken  of,  although  contrary  to  common  right,  is  of  lands  of  which  the  wife  la 
dowable,  or  of  rent  issuing  out  of  such  lands.  As  to  the  rule  where  the  endowment 
is  of  other  lands,  or  of  rent  issuing  out  of  other  lands,  see  post,  JJ  27-30. 

♦  ReT.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  503,  J  4 ;  P-  ^04,  J  5. 

«  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  455,  JJ  30-32.  •  1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  520,  J  8. 

t  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  499,  J  46.  »  \  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  520,  {  8. 

»  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  499,  {  46.  "  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  455,  {{  30-32. 
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The  asngnment  must  be  made  by  the  tenant  of  the  freehold, 

6.  The  assignment  of  dower  in  certainty  being  an  act  involying 
the  interests  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  inheritance,  it  became 
requisite  that  no  one  should  be  legally  competent  to  assign  dower 
who  had  a  less  estate  than  one  of  freehold.  As  no  tenant  of  an 
inferior  nature  was  capable  of  binding  the  rights  of  a  freeholder  in 
a  real  action/  and  consequently,  as  judgment  obtained  on  a  writ  of 
dower  brought  against  a  person  having  merely  a  chattel  interest, 
would  be  Yoidable  by  the  freeholder,  the  consistency  of  the  law 
required  that  such  person  should  not  bind  the  freeholder  by  assign- 
ing dower  without  action.  A  person  having  only  a  chattel  interest 
is  not  intrusted  with  the  defence  of  the  inheritance,^  and  the  free- 
holder might  possibly  have  had  a  good  bar  to  allege  to  the  claim  of 
dower.  The  propositions  are  indeed  conversible,  that  against  whom- 
soever a  writ  of  dower  will  lie,  that  person  is  competent  to  make  a 
Talid  assignment;  or  in  other  words,  whoever  is  compellable  by 
writ  to  assign  dower,  may  do  it  without  writ.'  It  will  accordingly 
be  found  laid  down  in  the  books,  that  an  assignment  of  dower  by 
a  guardian  in  socage,^  a  tenant  by  elegit,  statute  staple,  or  statute 
merchant,  or  a  lessee  for  years,  is  not  good.*  An  exception  to  this 
doctrine  existed  formerly  in  the  case  of  a  guardian  in  chivalry, 
founded  upon  reasons  which  it  is  no  longer  of  practical  importance 
to  inquire  into.* 

7.  By  statute  in  Rhode  Island,^  the  tenant  in  possession,  though 
having  but  a  term  for  years,  first  giving  notice  to  the  owners  of  the 
next  estate  of  freehold  or  inheritance,  and  inviting  them  to  join 
with  him,  if  they  will,  may,  upon  demand  of  the  widow  upon  him 
and  them,  set  oiT  her  dower ;  and  the  assignment  so  made,  if  fairly 
and  honestly  done,  will  bind  his  landlord  or  co-tenant  of  the  free- 
hold, and  all  others.     In  Vermont,^  in  case  of  an  insolvent  estate, 

1  See  po3ty  ch.  v.,  {  3. 

*  See  as  to  the  qaalification  of  this  rale  ia  several  of  the  Americao  Statei,  post, 
cb.  Yi.,  21  24,  25. 

*  Park,  Dow.  265,  266 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  389 ;  Oo.  Litt.  34  b.,  35  a, 
^  See  post,  2  12. 

'  Perk.  2  404 ;  Co.  Litt.  35  a. ;  6  Rep.  57  b.    A  qucare  is  made  as  to  a  gaardiaa 
in  socage  in  1  Roll.  Abr.  682. 

*  Park,  Dow.  266.  See  Co.  Litt.  35  a.,  38  b. ;  Perk.  2  403  ;  9  Co.  17  a. ;  6  Co.  57  b.  ; 
Bract.  314. 

f  R6T.  Sut.  R.  L  1857,  p.  504,  2  &•     '  Oen.  Stat.  Verm.  1863,  p.  413,  2  12. 
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widow  and  such  part  of  the  creditors  as  have  two-thirds  i 
mnt  of  the  debts  against  the  deceased,  may  agree  upon  a  po 

of  the  real  estate  to  he  assigned  to  her  during  her  life,  or  < 
lonal  estate  to  be  set  off  to  her  absolutely,  in  lieu  of  dowei 

such  agreement,  if  approved  by  the  Probate  Court,  and  tl 
ite  is  set  out  accordingly,  will  be  valid  and  binding.  In  Kei 
(y,  it  has  been  held,  that  where  executors  have  the  power 
,  and  are  invested  with  the  title  to  the  lands  of  the  testate 
y  may  make  an  agreement  to  assign  a  part  thereof  to  the  wide 
dower,  in  consideration  of  her  releasing  the  residue,  which, 

absence  of  collusion  between  them  and  the  widow,  will  bii 

heirs  as  well  as  the  creditors.  And  although  the  agreemei 
not  in  writing,  the  general  creditors  of  the  husband,  for  who: 
efit  the  release  from  the  widow  was  procured,  are  not  entitle 
he  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  lar 
n  her  under  the  devise  to  the  executors,  in  violation  of  sui 
eement.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  widow,  obtained  a  good  ba 
1,  enable  the  creditors  to  set  aside  the  agreement,  even  thou( 
circumstances  be  such  as  to  render  the  executors  personal 
le  to  them.' 

Not  egaential  that  the  tenant  thould  have  a  vdKid  title. 

.  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  assignment  th: 
estate  of  the  person  making  it  should  he  a  lawful  freeholc 
iQse  assignment  of  dower  is  a  legal  obligation  upon  the  tenai 
;he  freehold,  whether  he  obtain  it  by  right  or  by  wrong;  and 
wrong,  the  widow  is  not  obliged  to  wait  for  an  assignment  unl 
heir  thinks  proper  to  enter  and  defeat  the  tortious  estate,  i 
Qt  which  may  never  happen.  If,  therefore,  an  abator,  disseJzo 
ntruder  make  the  assignment,  as  the  lawful  tenant  ought 
e  done,  it  will  be  good  and  binding  upon  such,  tenant.* 
.  But  if  the  tortious  freehold  of  the  person  making  the  assigi 
it  be  obtained  by  collusion  with  the  widow,  in  order  to  enab 
to  assign  the  dower,  then,  although  the  assignment  will  not  I 
^lutely  void,  yet  it  will  be  voidable  by  the  entry  of  the  heii 

Harrow  v.  Jobnion,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  578. 

Perk.  J  334 ;  Co.  Utt.  35  a.,  35T  b. ;  2  Co.  66  b. ;  6  Co.  58  a. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  1 

'90  ;  Park,  Dow.  266. 

Co.  Litt.  35  a. 
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Of  such  a  case  Lord  Coke  says :  "  The  fraud  or  covin  sufiFocated 
the  widow's  right,  and  the  wrongful  manner  by  which  the  freehold 
was  acquired,  avoided  the  matter  that  was  lawful  ;*'Mn  other  words, 
Tendered  voidable  the  endowment,  though  made  by  a  person  com- 
petent to  make  it.*  The  same  consequences  follow,  if.  under  like 
circumstances,  the  assignment  of  dower  be  fairly  made  of  an  equal 
third  part  to  the  widow,  by  the  sheriff,  after  she  has  obtained  a 
judgment  for  her  dower.^  The  heir,  in  such  case,  may  treat  the 
widow  as  a  disseizor,  she  having  made  herself  a  party  to  the  dis- 
seizin.* 

10.  The  law,  however,  only  countenances  the  acts  of  persons 
acquiring  estates  by  wrong,  from  necessity ;  and  in  the  present 
instance  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow,  whose  endowment  might 
otherwise  be  totally  prevented.  At  the  same  time  that  it  guards 
against  this  inconvenience,  it  protects  the  right  of  the  lawful  heir ; 
and  lest  he  might  be  injured  by  the  transaction,  it  supports  only 
such  assignment  of  W)wer  by  parties  having  a  tortious  possession, 
as  the  heir,  if  he  iflH  been  in  possession,  would  have  been  bound 
to  make.  Dower  iJS%ssignable,  as  will  be  hereafter  shown,*^  either 
according  to  commonajght,  or  specially,  and  against  common  right. 
An  assignment  of  d«^r  according  to  common  right,  if  made  by  a 
person  possel^^  of %|je  freehold  by  right  or  by  wrong,  is,  as  wo 
have  seen,  binalw^^i2h  upon  the  wife  and  upon  all  persons  having 
interests  in  thi^^i^^assigncd  ;^  an  assignment  against  common 
right  is  binding  up^a  neither  further  than  they  agree  thereto  H  and 
therefore  such  assignn^nt,  if  made  by  a  person  having  only  a  par- 
ticular or  defeasible  interest  in  the  inheritance,  though  valid 
during  the  continilanceyof  that  interest  if  accepted  by  the  wife,®  is 
not  binding  upon!  hfr^uccessors,  or  other  persons  having  title. 
So  that  if  a  dis34zo^abator,  or  intruder  assign  to  the  widow  a 
rent  out  of  the  lah^^^r  her  dower,  instead  of  assigning  a  third 
part  of  them  ad^^cdm^  to  the  common  law,  the  disseizee,  or  he 


»  Co.  Litt.  35  a., 

«  Plow.  51,  54 ;  P%rH^f>«JJ^95  ;  Jenk.  Cent.  4,  Ca.  98  ;  Park,  Dow.  269. 
'  Co.  Litt.  35  ^^.JsPop^'^yfiL  *  W.  390.  *  See  Park,  Dow.  269. 

»  Post,  II  16-3! 

*  Perk.  I  404.  An^^*9^S^426,  that  if  a  disseizor  assign  dower  [according  to 
common  right]  and  the  dissei^^enter  upon  the  tenant  in  dower,  she  may  have  an 
assize  against  him.    Park,  Dow.  267,  note. 

*  Post,  I  22.  *  See  2  Bos.  k  P.  N.  R.  33,  in  Rowe  v.  Power. 
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who  has  the  right  to  the  lands  will  not  be  bound  by  snch  assign- 
ment.^    The  assignment,  however,  stands  good  until  avoided.' 

Assignment  ly  infant. 

11.  If  the  heir  be  an  infant,  he  is,  notwithstanding  his  minority, 
competent  to  assign  dower;  because  he  may  be  compelled  to  make 
the  assignment  by  suit,  in  which  he  would  not  be  permitted  to  take 
advantage  of  his  infancy,  so  as  to  prevent  an  immediate  assign- 
ment,' since  the  widow's  title  to  her  dower  is  urgent,  it  being  neces- 
sary for  her  immediate  support.^ 

AssignmeTit  by  guardian. 

12.  It  has  been  shown  that  at  common  law  a  guardian  in  socage 
was  not  authorized  to  assign  dower,  though  the  rule  was  otherwise 
as  to  a  guardian  in  chivalry.'  In  the  United  States,  however,  it 
has  been  several  times  decided,  that  a  guarfan  is  competent  to 
assign  dower.  The  point  was  expressly  ^  ruled  in  Jones  v. 
Brewer,*  where  the  court  said  :  "  One  questiop  in  this  cause  relates 
to  the  power  of  a  guardian  to  assign  dow€r.  It  is  a  well  settled 
general  principle,  that  a  guardian  can  not,  q^r  his  contract,  bind  the 
person  or  estate  of  his  ward.  The  law  ia/'equaU'jKlear,  that  an 
infant  is  bound  to  set  off  the  widow's  dowpi*.  There  are  a  great 
many  cases  in  which  infancy  gives  no  privilege^ asin  the  repairing 
of  bridges,  &c.  The  assignment  of  dower  is  a  case  where  the 
least  delay  is  admitted,  and  the  question  is,  how  is  an  infant  to  make 
the  assignment  ?  It  can  not  be  bettor  done  than  by  his  guardian. 
The  guardian,  it  is  true,  can  not  bind  his  ward  by  deed,  but  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  assignment  of  dower  snould  be  by  deed.^ 

....     The  assignment  is  not  a  convcya^tce  of  an  estate,  but  the 
dowress,  by  intendment  of  law,  is  in  by  hef  Tiusband.     A  guardian 


»  Park,  Dow.  2G7  ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  391 ;  Perk.  }^^T,  398 ;  Jenk.  Cent.  1,  Ca. 
17 ;  6  Rep.  57  b.  j  Co.  Litt.  35  a.  ^  / 

*  Perk,  i  404 ;  Park,  Dow.  268-9.  »  Po^,  (gji.  v#,  {  49. 

*  1  Roll.  Abr.  137,  681 ;  Gore  v.  Perdue,  Cro.  E!^.  309  ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  389 ; 
Park,  Dow.  268 ;  Young  v.  Tarbell,  37  Maine,  509;^cCormick  v.  Taylor,  2  Carter, 
(Ind.)  336 ;  Robinson  v.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88 ;  a.  o.  2  B.  Mon.  284  ;  Jones  v.  Brewer, 
1  Pick.  314,  317.  See  Den  v.  Miller,  1  South.  321.  As  to  the  remedj  of  the  infant 
heir  where  he  has  made  an  excessive  assignment,  see  post,  ch.  xxviii. 

>  Ante,  J  6.  *  Jones  v.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314. 

V  Ante,  {2  3-^* 
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most  have  power  to  assign  dower,  because  otherwise  the  infant 
would  be  likely  to  suffer  from  want  of  discretion,  if  he  assigned  it 
himself,  or  be  put  to  unnecessary  expense,  if  the  widow  should  be 
obliged  to  resort  to  process  of  law."  The  courts  of  Maine,^ 
Indiana,^  and  Kentucky,'  have  approved  and  followed  this  doctrine. 
And  now  by  statute  in  several  of  the  States  the  power  to  assign 
dower  is  expressly  conferred  upon  the  guardian.* 

Aaaignment  by  joint  tenanU 

13.  If  two  persons  be  joint  tenants  of  an  estate,  under  a  devise 
or  conveyance  from  a  man  whose  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  out  of 
it,  and  one  joint  tenant  assign  a  third  part  to  her  for  dower,  the 
assignment  will  be  good  and  obligatory  upon  his  companion ;  be- 
cause he  being  tenant  of  the  freehold  per  mie  et  per  tout^  is  com- 
petent and  compellable  to  make  the  assignment  according  to  the 
rule  of  the  common  law.* 

14.  Sut  if  a  joint  tenant  assign  to  the  widow  a  rent  out  of  the 
estate  for  dower,  or  otherwise  endow  her  against  common  right, 
then  his  companion  will  not  be  bound  by  the  assignment,  for  the 
same  reasons  which  have  been  before  mentioned,^  relative  to 
similar  assignments  by  persons  seized  of  tortious  freeholds.^ 

15.  So  a  husband  seized  of  lands  jointly  with,  or  in  right  of  his 
wife,  may  assign  dower  to  a  woman  entitled  to  it  out  of  the  estate, 
and  his  widow  will  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  the  assignment  after 
his  death  f  but  it  is  presumed,  upon  the  reasons  before  given,  that 
the  assignment  must  be  such  as  the  law  authorizes  to  be  made ; 
namely,  of  a  third  of  the  lands,  or  the  husband's  widow  may 
avoid  it.* 

Asngnment  according  to  common  rigid. 

16.  The  assignment  of  dower  required  by  the  common  law,  is  of 

^  Yoong  V.  Tarbell,  37  Maine,  509 ;  Curtis  r.  Hobart,  41  Maine,  230. 

*  Bojers  v.  Newbanks,  2  Garter,  (Ind.)  388. 

*  Robinson  v.  Miller,  I  B.  Mon.  88 ;  s.  c.  2  B.  Mon.  284. 

«  Rer.  sut.  Maine,  185*7,  p.  432,  {  14 ;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  1860,  p.  645,  J  20;  Rev. 
Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  631,  J  25. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  391 ;  Park,  Dow.  267 ;  Co.  Litt.  34  a.,  35  b.  As  to  joint 
tenancy  in  the  United  States,  see  vol.  i.,  ch.  zvi.,  {{  6-12. 

*  Ante,  J  10.  T  Perk.  J  397  ;  2  Co.  67  a. ;  Co.  Litt.  34  b.,  36  a. 
s  I  Roll.  Abr.  681 ;  Perk.  {  399. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  391  j  Park,  Dow.  267-8.  And  see  Hargr.  Co.  Litt  36  a., 
note  (2). 
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one- third  part  of  the  lands  and  tenements  of  which  the  widow  is 
dowable,  to  be  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds  where  it  is  practicable, 
and  to  be  held  by  her  for  life.  The  endowment,  therefore,  must  be 
of  parcel  of  the  lands  and  tenements  themselves.  Such  is  the 
widow's  common  law  right,  and  the  heir  or  tenant  ought  so  to  make 
the  assignment.^  When  this  rule  of  law  has  been  complied  with, 
the  dower  is  said  to  have  been  set  out  according  to  common  righL* 

17.  When  the  property  does  not  admit  of  an  assignment  of  dower 
in  severalty,  either  from  the  nature  of  the  husband's  interest  in  it, 
or  from  the  quality  of  the  thing  itself,  the  assignment  by  metes  and 
bounds  will  of  necessity  be  dispensed  with.  Thus,  if  the  husband 
be  seized  in  common,  or  in  coparcenary,  and  die  before  partition, 
the  widow  can  not  have  her  dower  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds, 
but  shall  have  the  third  part  of  the  share  of  her  husband  to  hold  in 
common  with  the  heir  and  the  other  tenants.*  So  if  the  property 
be  indivisible  in  its  nature,  the  widow  must  be  content  with  a  special 
endowment.  Thus,  if  the  husband  die  seized  of  a  mill,  she  may  be 
endowed  either  of  the  third  toll  dish,  or  of  a  third  of  the  profits,  or 
of  the  entire  mill  for  every  third  month.*  So  if  the  property  be  a 
ferry,  one-third  of  the  profits,  or  the  use  of  the  ferry  for  a  third 
part  of  the  time  in  alternate  periods,  should  be  set  apart  to  the 
widow.*  So  of  many  hereditaments  which  are  not  divisible,  dower 
must  be  assigned  specially,  of  a  third  part  of  the  profits.* 

18.  It  is  said  that  at  common  law,  the  heir  is  not  compellable  to 
assign  to  his  mother  for  her  dower  the  capital  messuage  which  was 
his  father's,  or  any  part  thereof,  although  she  be  dowable  of  the 
same.  But  he  may  assign  to  her  other  lands  and  tenements  of  which 
she  is  dowable,  in  allowance  of  the  capital  messuage.  But  if  there 
are  no  other  lands  or  tenements  of  which  she  is  dowable,  and  the 
heir  assign  unto  her  a  chamber  in  the  capital  messuage,  in  the  name 
of  dower,  and  in  allowance  of  the  same  messuage,  and  she  agree 

1  Litt.  J  36;  Co.  Litt  34  b. ;  Perk.  J|  411,  414;  Pierce  v.  Williams,  2  Penning. 
521. 

*  Park,  Dow.  251 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  2  ed.  p.  223,  pi.  4,  5. 

»  Litt.  §  44;  Co.  Litt.  32  b.;  2  Ld.  Raym.  786;  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149;  Perk.  {  412; 
vol.  i.,  ch.  xvi.,  §  13. 

*  Co.  Litt.  32  a. ;  Perk.  {  342  ;  Gilb.  Dow.  397 ;  N.  Bendl.  120.  And  see  2  Keb. 
8,  41 ;  Perk.  {  415,  where  it  is  added,  "And  she  shall  grind  there  toll  free ;"  Fiizh. 
N.  B.  149,  (K.) 

(^  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371. 

«  Park,  Dow.  252  ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  396.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  x.,  J  3  ;  post,  cb.  xxi. 


CH.   IV.]  ASSIGNMENT   BY  THE   TENANT.  75 

thereto,  it  is  a  good  assignment.  "Bat  it  seems,"  says  Perkins, 
*^that  she  is  not  compellable  to  take  it,  because  the  messuage  is,  as 
it  were,  an  entire  thing ;  and  it  shall  be  but  trouble  and  vexation 
to  a  woman  to  have  a  chamber  within  the  house  of  another  man  ;^ 
and  if  she  will  not  agree  to  the  same,  then  the  heir  may  assign  to 
her  a  rent  issuing  out  of  the  same  messuage  in  the  name  of  her 
dower.  "^ 

19.  In  Illinois,^  the  widow  is  entitled  to  have  the  homestead  or 
dwelling-house  included  in  the  assignment  if  she  desire  it.  So  in 
Arkansas,^  provided  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the  remainder 
of  the  premises.  In  Iowa,'  the  dwelling-house  and  land  given  to 
the  husband  as  a  homestead,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  equal  to  the 
proportion  of  the  widow,  is  to  be  embraced  in  the  assignment  of 
dower.  In  Mississippi,'  North  Carolina,^  Tennessee,^  Alabama,* 
and  Florida,'^  the  dwelling-house,  outhouses,  and  other  improve- 
ments are  to  be  comprehended  in  the  part  set  off  to  the  widow, 
provided  it  can  be  done  without  injustice  to  the  children  of  the 
deceased. 

20.  The  assignment  of  dower  must  be  for  the  widow's  life, 
whether  the  assignment  be  of  common  right,  or  of  a  compensation  in 
lieu  of  dower.  It  is  also  essential  that  the  assignment  be  absolute, 
unconditional,  and  without  any  exception  or  reservation  in  diminu- 
tion of  its  value."  The  reason  mentioned  in  the  books  for  this 
requisite  is,  that  the  widow's  third  part  is  a  continuation  of  her  hus- 
band's estate  and  interest ;  and  that  the  heir  or  terre-tenant  is  but 
a  minister  of  the  law  to  assign  and  mark  out  such  her  share,  and 
because,  wheq  her  share  is  set  out,  she  comes  in  by  her  husband, 
and  her  title  has  relation  to  his  death.^^ 

21.  It  was  adjudged  in  an  early  case,^^  that  if  dower  be  assigned 


>  Post,  ch.  xxi.,  a  5-7.  »  Perk.  §  406 ;  Park,  Dow.  254. 

»  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  155,  §  25.  *  Dig.  SUt.  Ark.  1858,  p.  453,  §J  19,  20. 

>  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  18*  0,  p.  415,  J  2426. 

*  Rev.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  161,  art.  162. 

»  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  601,  J  1.  8  Code  Tenn.  1858,  p.  474,  |  2401. 

•  Cl&j's  Dig,  p.  1 72,  i  3.  w  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  184,  J  1. 

Ti  "  Co.  Liu.  34  b. ;  Hob.  153.  See  Wentworth  v,  Wentwortb,  Cro.  Eliz.  452  ;  Noy, 
55;  1  And.  288.  Tn  equity,  bowever,  under  the  doctrine  of  election,  the  widow  will 
be  estopped  from  claiming  her  legal  dower,  if  she  accept  a  conditional  compensation 
or  assignment.    Post,  ch.  xi. 

"  9  Vin.  Abr.  257,  pi.  7,  8,  9 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xiii.,  §J  12,  13 ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  379. 

^  BaUock  V.  Finch,  1  Roll.  Abr.  682,  pi.  45. 
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of  the  land,  excepting  the  trees  growing  thereon,  the  exception  will 
be  void ;  and  it  is  laid  down  in  the  old  books,  that  at  law,  where 
dower  is  assigned  upon  condition,  the  assignment  is  good,  but  the 
condition  bad.^ 

Assignment  contrary/  to  common  right. 

22.  An  important  distinction  prevails  between  an  assignment  of 
dower  made  by  the  sherifiF  in  pursuance  of  a  judgment  at  law,  and  a 
voluntary  assignment  made  by  the  heir  or  grantee.  In  the  former 
case,  the  rules  of  law  as  to  the  mode  in  which  dower  shall  be  as- 
signed according  to  the  particular  nature  and  circumstances  of  the 
property,  are  to  be  strictly  pursued  ;^  for  although  the  wife  should 
consent  to  take  her  dower  in  some  other  manner  than  that  due  of 
common  right,  yet  the  sheriff  can  not  bind  the  heir  or  tenant,' 
whose  assent  to  an  assignment  against  common  right  is  as  necessary 
as  that  of  the  wife  ;  but  on  a  voluntary  assignment  by  the  heir  or 
terre-tenant,  the  parties  may,  by  mutual  agreement,  waive  a  strict 
assignment  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  and  make  such  arrange- 
ment for  the  mode  of  enjoying  dower  as  they  think  fit.* 

23.  It  follows  from  what  is  above  stated,  that  if  a  widow  be  dow- 
able  of  several  manors,  lands,  tenements,  commons,  &c.,  she  may 
accept  an  assignment  for  life  of  any  one  or  more  of  them  in  lieu  of 
her  dower  in  all  the  rest;  and  such  assignment,  confirmed  by  entry 
will  bind  her,  although  it  may  be  of  less  value  than  the  third  part 
of  each.*  So  she  may  accept  an  undivided  third  part  in  common, 
in  lieu  of  a  third  part  in  severalty.*     And  it  is  not  necessary  that 

^  Coltbirst  V.  Bejushin,  Plow.  Com.  21  ;  Laws  of  Baron  and  Feme,  p.  105;  Co. 
Litt.  34  b. ;  Park,  Dow.  264-5. 

s  Booth  V.  Lambert,  Styles,  276  ;  Perk.  {  414 ;  12  Edw.  IV.  2.  But  see  18  Hen. 
VI.  27,  contra. 

*  See  Perk.  {  332.  But  see  Anc.  Entries,  Qua.  Imp.  529-10,  and  Qua.  Imp.  in 
Dow.  1,  contra. 

^  Park,  Dow.  262 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258 ;  Jones  v  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314, 
317;  Draper  v.  Baker,  12  Cush.  288;  Pinkham  v.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  163;  Robinson  v. 
Miner,  1  B.  Mon.  88  ;  s.  o.  2  B.  Mon.  284;  MitcheU  v.  Miller.  6  Dana,  79  ;  Fowler  o. 
Griffin,  3  Sandf.  S.  0.  385;  French  v,  Pratt,  27  Maine,  381 ;  French  v.  Peters,  33 
Maine,  396 ;  Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  166 ;  Fitzhugh  v.  Foote,  3  Call,  13;  Welch  v. 
Anderson,  28  Misso.  293  ;  MarshaU  v.  McPherson,  8  Gill  k  J.  333 ;  Beers  v.  Strong, 
Kirby,  (Conn.)  19.     See  Booth  v.  Lambert,  Styles,  276. 

ft  1  RoU.  Abr.  683 ;  Perk.  {  4^5 ;  2  New  Rep.  33  ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  399. 

*  Coots  V.  Lambert,  (1651),  Styles,  276  ;  Co.  Litt.  32  b.  n.  (1) ;  4  Kent,  64.  And 
see,  also,  Rowe  v.  Power,  2  Bos.  &  P.  N.  R.  1 ;  and  Perk.  {  413,  who  makes  a 
gu€are  on  this  point. 
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the  third  part  of  the  thing  of  which  she  is  dowable,  should  be  as- 
signed, for  if  the  fourth  part,  the  fifth  part,  or  the  moiety  be  set  off 
to  her  in  the  name  of  dower  for  all  the  freehold  which  her  husband 
had,  and  she  agree  thereto,  it  is  a  valid  assignment.^ 

24.  In  a  case^  where  eighty-four  acres  of  land  were  assigned  to 
the  widow  for  dower  by  the  sheriff,  out  of  lands  mentioned  in  the 
writ  addressed  to  him,  upon  a  %cire  fadoB  brought  by  the  widow, 
suggesting  that  sixty  of  the  eighty-four  acres  belonged  to  a  stranger, 
and  were  not  mentioned  in  the  record,  and  that  in  consequence  there 
ought  to  be  a  new  division ;  the  tenant  in  his  defence  said,  that  the 
difference,  viz. :  twenty-four  acres,  were  parcel  of  the  lands  recovered 
by  the  widow  in  the  suit,  and  had  previously  been  entered  upon  by 
her  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  her  dower.  The  judgment  was  that 
she  was  bound  by  her  acceptance  and  entry  upon  the  twenty-four 
acres,  although  they  were  less  in  quantity  than  a  third  of  the  whole 
mentioned  in  the  record. 

25.  From  the  foregoing  case,  Mr.  Roper  deduces  the  conclusion 
that  mere  consent  to  accept  dower  contrary  to  common  right,  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  bind  the  widow ;  which,  he  adds,  also  appears 
from  the  form  of  the  plea,  that  ought  to  contain  the  words,  quod 
intrando  agreeavit^  or  words  in  English  of  the  same  import.^ 

26.  Where  the  tenant  assigned  to  the  widow  twenty  bushels  of 
wheat  every  year  for  her  life,  out  of  the  lands  in  which  she  was  en- 
titled to  dower ;  that,  being  in  the  nature  of  a  rent,  and  accepted 
by  her,  was  holden  to  be  a  good  assignment.^  So  where  a  rent  was 
granted  by  tenant  in  tail  out  of  the  estate  to  a  widow,  who  was  en- 
titled to  dower  out  of  the  lands,  and  she  accepted  the  rent,  this 
was  determined  to  be  a  good  assignment  to  the  extent  at  least  of 
excluding  her  right  to  endowment  while  the  rent  continued,  and 
was  not  determined  by  the  issue  in  tail.^  In  pleading  such  an  as- 
signment the  tenant  should  use  the  technical  word,  assignavitJ 

27.  And  if  a  widow  recover  judgment  for  her  dower  out  of  cer- 


1  Perk.  2  ^05 ;  Park,  Dow.  263.  But  it  is  said  that  all  the  land  of  the  hosband 
can  not  be  assigned  in  the  name  of  dower.  Perk.  J  408  ;  Stiner  v.  Cawthorne,  4  Dev. 
k  B.  Law,  501. 

*  Moor,  679,  pi.  928.  >  3  Leon.  272. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  400. 

^  Moor,  59,  pi.  167 ;  Dyer,  91  a.,  in  margin. 

<  Bicklej  V.  Bickley,  And.  287.  And  see  Jenk.  Gent.  1,  Ca.  17  ;  1  Roll.  Abr.  683 ; 
Bro.  Dow.  pi.  61 ;  Perk.  {  410  j  Park,  Dow.  263. 
7  See  Wentworth's  case,  Cro.  Ellz.  452  ;  ante,  {  4. 
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tain  lands,  and  before  execution  she  accept  from  the  tenant 
assignment  of  a,  rent  out  of  them  in  lieu  of  dower,  this  assignin 
will  be  a  good  answer  by  the  tenant  to  a  tcire  facias  brought 
her  to  obtain  execution  upon  the  judgment,  because  the  assignm 
is  a  compliance  with  and  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.'  But 
reverse  would  have  been  the  case  if  the  rent  had  been  assigned 
of  lands  in  which  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  endovrment,  i 
therefore  not  the  subject  of  the  suit  nor  mentioned  in  the  reco 
for  then  the  assignment  would  not  agree  with  the  directions  of 
judgment,  which  only  respected  the  lands  of  which  the  widow  ^ 
dowable.  This  assignment,  therefore,  could  not  be  a  satisfactioi 
the  judgment,  and  consequently  no  impediment  to  the  widow 
taining  execution  under  her  scire  facias.' 

28.  In  discussing  this  point,  Mr.  Roper  says:^  "  It  is  observe 
that  it  was  the  widow's  consent,  entry,  and  acceptance,  which 
the  above  instances,  gave  validity  to  the  particular  assignment: 
dower  against  common  right.  But  her  consent  will  not  avail 
establish  them  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction  she  can 
have  the  like  estate  or  interest  in  the  subject  assigned  in  lien 
dower,  as  she  would  have  had  if  her  dower  had  been  assigned  in 
regular  way,  viz. :  during  her  life.  It  may  therefore  be  conside 
as  settled  at  law,  that  an  assignment  with  the  consent  and  acce 
ance  of  the  widow,  of  something  in  lieu  of  dower  to  which  she 
entitled  of  common  right,  must  either  be  of  some  part  of  the  la 
of  which  she  is  dowable,  or  of  a  rent  issuing  out  of  them,*  and 
such  an  interest  as  may  endure  for  her  life;  and  that  if  anj 
these  particulars  be  wanting,  the  assignment  will  be  void.*  Tl 
if  lands  of  which  the  widow  is  not  dowable,  be  assigned  with 
deed  to  her  for  life,  as  or  in  lieu  of  dower  of  lands  to  which  t 
right  attached,  the  assignment  will  be  invalid,  although  she 
ccpted  it,  because  she  could  not  enjoy  the  lands  assigned  dur 
her  life,  for  she  having  no  interest  in  the  lands  given  in  lieu 
dower,  could  only  hold  them  as  tenant  at  nill,  for  want  of  Hver^ 
seizin  to  pass  a  freehold,  i.  e.  to  entitle  her  to  them  for  her  li 
the  law,  therefore,  will  not  permit  such  an  interest  to  be  a  satisl 


'  1  Roper,  H.  A  W.  too.     And  see  Hanger  t.  Fry,  Cro.  E[iz.  310. 

'  Perk.  I  410 ;  Park,  Dow,  264;   1  Roper,  H.  4  W.  401.     For  the 

uDder  which  the  doclrine  or  estoppel  is  applied  to  the  widow,  sec  post,  cb. 

'  1  Roper,  H.  t  W.  «l-2.  '  Ante,  i  4,  and  note.  "  Co.  Liii 
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tion  of  her  title  to  dower.*  But  when  an  assignment  is  made  to  her 
of  lands  in  which  she  is  dowable,  in  lieu  of  dower,  she  acquires  an 
estate  of  freehold  in  her  third  part  by  the  assignment  without  livery 
of  seizin,  although  the  assignment  be  against  common  right.  It  is, 
however,  presumed,  that  if  the  assignment  in  the  above  case  had 
been  made  by  deed  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  it  would  have  been 
good,  since  the  widow  would  have  had  a  freehold  in  the  lands  for 
her  life,  and  which  lands  she  would  have  held  as  tenant  in  dower."^ 

29.  "So,  also,"  the  same  author  continues,'  "a  rent  assigned 
without  a  deed  in  lieu  of  dower  out  of  lands  in  which  the  widow  is 
not  dowable,  is  under  the  same  circumstances  as  the  last  case.  The 
assignment,  therefore,  can  not  be  supported  at  law,  although  it  be 
accepted  by  her,  because  the  law  does  not  allow  a  rent,  which  lies 
in  grant  to  pass  otherwise  than  by  deed ;  so  that  such  an  assign- 
ment as  above  of  a  rent  in  lieu  of  dower  out  of  lands  not  subject  to 
that  right,  passes  no  interest  in  it  to  the  widow ;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  since  dower  is  a  title  created  by  law  out  of  particular  estates 
and  interests,  it  allows  the  widow  to  accept  a  rent  out  of  the  same 
estates  by  mere  assignment  without  deed;  yet  in  that  case,  unless 
the  rent  assigned  be  commensurate  with  the  widow^s  life,  her  ac- 
ceptance of  the  assignment  of  it  will  not  at  law  make  it  good. 
Thus,  if  the  rent  be  granted  for  years  only,  or  pur  autre  vie^  the 
assignment  will  be  void."* 

30.  Upon  the  same  subject  Mr.  Jacob  remarks  :*  "See  Co.  Litt.,* 
where  it  is  said,  that  if  the  heir  assigns  dower  of  lands  of  which  the 
husband  was  seized,  but  the  wife  not  dowable,  she  is  tenant  in  dower. 
However,  in  the  first  resolution  in  Vernon's  case,'  it  was  expressly 
decided,  that  if,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  heir  makes  an 
estate  to  the  wife  for  life  of  any  land  (whereof  she  is  not  dowable) 


*  Vernon's  case,  4  Rep.  1 ;  Perk.  J  J  407,  410.  In  deciding  the  case  of  Oonantu. 
Little,  1  Pick.  189,  the  court  say :  *  The  widow  does  not  hold  her  estate  of  the  heir, 
bat  of  her  deceased  husband,  or  rather  by  appointment  of  law.  If  she  received  land 
that  was  not  her  husband's,  or  other  thing  in  lieu  of  dower,  a  deed  would  be  neces- 
sary,  because  she  would  derive  her  title  from  the  person  making  such  conveyance 
in  lieu  of  dower." 

'  See  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  34  b.  n.  (9),  that  if  the  heir  assign  dower  of  lands  of  which 
the  husband  was  seized,  but  the  wife  was  not  dowable,  she  is  tenant  in  dower.  Sed 
fw.    Park,  Dow.  264,  note. 

'  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  402-3.  *  And.  288  ;  Hob.  153  ;  Co.  Litt.  34  b. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  402,  note.  •  Co.  Litt.  34  b.  n.  (9). 
'  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1. 
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in  full  satisfaction  of  her  dower,  that  is  no  bar  of  dower.  This  was 
on  the  supposition  that  the  estate  given  in  lieu  of  dower  was  effectu- 
ally conveyed  to  her,  and  it  proceeded  on  the  principle  that  a  right 
to  an  estate  of  freehold  could  not  be  barred  by  acceptance  of  any 
collateral  recompense.^  And  it  was  on  the  same  principle  that  a 
jointure  was  at  common  law  no  bar  of  dower,  but  the  widow  might 
accept  the  jointure  and  also  claim  dower  out  of  the  other  lands  of 
her  husband.^  It  seems,  therefore,  that  a  grant  of  other  lands,  or 
of  a  rent  out  of  other  lands,  or  of  any  other  collateral  satisfaction, 
made  by  the  heir  to  the  widow  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  accepted  by 
her,  can  not  be  pleaded  at  law  in  bar  to  a  writ  of  dower.  But  if 
such  grant  be  accompanied  by  a  release  of  her  dower,  or  a  confirma- 
tion, or  anything  tantamount  to  it,  it  will  be  a  bar  to  her  dower 
claim.'  And  thus  it  was  said  in  the  same  case,  that  acceptance  of 
dower  by  deed  indented  would  conclude  her.*'* 

31.  The  validity  of  an  assignment  contrary  to  common  right, 
where  it  is  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  has  been  recognized  in  several 
American  cases.  Thus,  in  Jones  v.  Brewer,*  the  whole  of  one  parcel 
of  the  husband's  land  had  been,  by  agreement  under  seal,  assigned 
to  the  widow  for  her  life,  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  dower ;  and  the 
transaction  was  sustained  by  the  court.  So  an  agreement  between 
the  widow  and  the  tenant,  that  he  should  allow  her  a  yearly  sum 
instead  of  having  dower  assigned  to  her  according  to  law,  was  acted 
upon  by  the  chancellor,  in  Hale  v,  James.^  In  Maryland,  a  widow 
may,  by  agreement  with  the  tenant,  suffer  him  to  rent  out  the  land, 
with  the  understanding  that  she  shall  receive  her  proportion  of  the 
rent  in  lieu  of  dower ;  and  if  the  tenant  receive  the  rent,  and  with- 
hold from  the  widow  her  share,  she  may  recover  against  him  in 
assumpsit.^  In  Missouri,  the  widow  and  heirs  may,  by  agreement, 
and  without  any  formal  election  by  her,  determine  the  kind  and 
quantity  of  estate  she  shall  take  as  dower.^  And  the  rule  of  the 
common  law  in  this  particular  appears  to  be  regarded  as  in  force  in 
Maine.* 

^  See  to  the  same  effect,  Co.  Litt.  34  b. ;  Turney  v.  Sturges,  Dyer,  91  a. 
>  4  Co.  2 ;  post,  ch.  xv.  »  4  Co.  1. 

*  As  to  the  effect  of  a  collateral  satisfaction  for  dower  in  equity,  see  post,  ch.  zi., 
1-15. 

*  Jones  V.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314. 

<  Hale  V.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258.        ^  Marshall  v,  McPherson,  8  Gill  &  J.  333. 
8  Welch  V.  Anderson,  28  Misso.  293. 
»  French  v,  Pratt,  27  Maine,  381  j  French  v.  Peters,  33  Maine,  396. 
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32.  Upon  the  same  principle,  if  the  parties  agree  that  dower 
shall  be  assigned  by  a  court  which  does  not  possess  jurisdiction  in 
the  particular  case,  and  the  assignment  is  made  accordingly,  and  is 
accepted  by  the  widow,  it  will  be  binding.  Thus,  in  New  Hamp- 
shire, the  statute  withholds  from  probate  judges  power  to  assign 
dower  where  the  husband  has  mortgaged  his  estate ;  but  in  a  case 
of  that  character,  the  mortgagee  and  the  widow  of  the  mortgagor 
nevertheless  agreed  that  she  should  take  her  dower  by  assignment 
of  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  a  probate  judge.  An  assign- 
ment made  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement  was  held  valid.^  So  in 
Massachusetts,  where,  under  a  similar  statute,  an  assignment  of 
dower  in  a  mortgaged  estate  had  been  made  by  a  probate  judge,  the 
heir  consenting  thereto  in  writing,  and  the  mortgagee  making  no 
objection,  the  assignment  was  sustained  as  against  the  heir ;  and 
the  fact  that  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  had  been  assigned  to 
him  was  held  to  make  no  difference  in  the  result.^ 

33.  It  is  settled,  also,  that  an  irregular  or  void  assignment  of 
dower  may  become  obligatory  if  the  parties  subsequently  adopt  and 
ratify  the  proceedings,  or  acquiesce  therein  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  This  has  been  determined  in  New  York,^  Virginia,*  Kentucky,* 
and  Alabama  f  and  the  doctrine  applies  even  where  the  court  in 
which  the  proceedings  were  had  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  or 
authority  in  making  the  assignment.^  In  a  case  in  Maine,  where 
dower  had  been  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds  by  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  judge  of  probate,  who  made  no  return  of  their 
proceedings,  the  assignment  was  regarded  as  ineffectual ;  but  the 
widow  having  entered  into  possession  of  the  premises  thus  assigned, 
and  held  the  same  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  heirs,  (some 
of  whom  were  minors  at  the  time),  for  more  than  twenty  years,  the 
court  decided  the  inference  to  be  legitimate  that  the  dower  was 
assigned  with  their  assent;  and,  no  complaint  being  made  that  the 


1  Pinkham  v.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  163.    See,  also,  Meserve  v.  Meserve,  19  N.  H.  240,  and 
Beers  v.  Strong,  Ktrbj,  (Conn.)  19. 

*  Draper  v.  Baker,  12  Cush.  288.  »  Fowler  v.  Griffin,  3  Sandf.  S.  0.  385. 

*  Fitzhugh  V.  Foote,  3  CaH,  13. 

^  Robinson  r.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88 ;  s.  o.  2  B.  Mon.  284 ;  Mitchell  v.  Miller,  6 
Daoa,  79. 

*  Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  166. 

^  Fowler  v.  Griffin,  3  Sand.  S.  G  385 ;  Mitchell  v.  Miller,  6  Dana,  79  ;  Robinson 
p.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88 ;  s.  c.  2  B.  Mon.  284. 
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assignment  was  inequitable,  the  court  further  determined  that  there 
was  no  rule  of  law  which  required  that  it  should  be  disturbed.* 

84.  It  is  said  that  if  a  widow  having  a  title  of  dower  marry  a 
second  husband,  and  the  issue  of  the  first  husband  assign  the  third 
part  of  the  lands  to  his  mother  by  the  agreement  of  the  husband, 
for  her  dower,  in  allowance  of  all  the  freehold  which  his  father  was 
seized  of,  she  may,  after  the  death  of  the  second  husband,  refuse  it, 
and^be  endowed  anew/  according  to  the  value  of  the  whole  land 
which  was  in  the  possession  of  the  husband  during  the  coverture.* 
13ut  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  she  had  been  endowed  by  the 
sheriff  upon  writ  of  dower  brought  by  her  and  her  husband.* 

85.  An  assignment  against  common  right,  though  made  by  the 
heir,  is  not  binding  upon  persons  having  charges  or  other  interests 
in  the  land,  although  created  subsequently  to  the  attachment  of  the 
title  of  dower.  And  if  a  tenant  in  tail  assign  an  undivided  third 
part  of  the  lands  in  dower,  it  is  good  only  during  the  continuance 
of  his'  interest.* 

Crops. 

36.  If  lands  which  have  been  sown  with  corn  and  grain  be  as- 
signed to  the  widow  for  dower  by  the  heir,  she  will  be  entitled  to 
the  crops.* 

Ustoppel  arising  from  the  assignment  of  dower, 

37.  If  the  owner  of  real  estate  assign  dower  therein  to  a  widow, 
he  will  not  be  permitted  to  deny  that  the  land  was  subject  to  the 
right  of  dower,  and  this  whether  the  assignment  be  in  writing  or 
by  parol.*  So  a  parol  assignment  by  a  residuary  devisee  is  con- 
clusive of  the  right  of  dower  as  against  him  and  his  privies."  And 
it  is  held  in  Tennessee,  that  the  acceptance  of  dower  by  the  widow, 
estops  her  from  denying  the  title  of  her  husband  to  the  lands  of 
which  she  was  endowed.'' 

1  Austin  V.  Austin,  50  Maine,  74. 

2  Perk,  i  422 ;  2  Inst.  309 ;  Jenk.  Cent  2,  Ca.  66.  «  Ibid. 

*  Park,  Dow.  267.  See  Rowe  v.  Power,  i  Bos.  &  P.  N.  R.  11.  But  it  has  been 
said  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  assign  a  rent  out  of  tlie  land  in  lieu  of  dower,  this  shall 
bind  his  issue,  unless  it  amountto  more  than  a  third  part.  Per  two  judges  in  Bickley 
t>.  Bickley,  1  And.  288. 

5  D^er,  316,  pi.  2;  Perk.  2  521  j  2  Inst.  81  j  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  386,  pi.  90;  post, 
cb.  XXX.,  a  15-20. 

<  Shattuck  V.  Gragg,  23  Pick.  88.  f  Meserve  v.  Meserve,  19  N.  H.  240. 

^  Perry  v.  Calhoun,  8  Humph  551. 
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Writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet  and  writ  of  right  of  dower. 

1.  The  legal  remedy  at  common  law  to  enforce  an  assignment  of 
dower,  is  by  a  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet,  or  by  a  writ  of  right 
of  dower,  brought  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold ;  upon  which, 
if  the  demandant  obtain  judgment,  dower  is  assigned  by  the  sheriff 
on  the  land ;  and  she  may  then  proceed  to  recover  possession  by 
ejectment.^   The  process  in  these  actions  is  still  retained  in  England.^ 

2.  The  writ  uniformly  adopted  when  circumstances  will  allow  of 
it  is  the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet,  which  is  a  writ  of  right  in 
its  nature,  and  may  be  resorted  to  in  every  case  where  no  dower 
has  been  already  assigned  by  the  tenant  to  the  writ  within  the  vill 
where  the  lands  lie  of  which  dower  is  demanded ;  but  if  the  widow 
has  received  part  of  her  dower  of  the  tenant  himself,  in  the  same 
vill,  the  proper  remedy  is  the  writ  of  right  of  dower,  which  is  a 
more  general  writ,  extending  either  to  a  part  or  to  the  whole;  and 
is,  with  respect  to  the  claim  of  dower,  of  the  same  nature  and 
efficacy  as  the  grand  writ  of  right  respecting  a  claim  to  an  estate 
in  fee  simple.' 


»  Park,  Dow.  283 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  429. 

*  See  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  ch.  27,  J  36 ;  I  Bright,  H.  k  W.  398,  pi.  2 ;  and  p.  404,  pi. 
21,  note. 

»  Gilb.  Dow.  374,  367  ;  Pitzh.  N.  B.  18  (G.) ;  Kel.  128  ;  Booth,  Real  Act.  166, 
118;  Stat.  Westm.  l,ch.  49;  2  Inst.  261;  Park,  Dow.  283.  See  1  Roper,  H.  k 
W.  434. 

(83) 
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Against  whom  the  writ  of  dower  will  lie. 

3.  The  writ  of  dower  lies  onlj  against  the  tenant  of  tte  fr« 
hold,  and  who  ought  to  have  aBsigned  dower  to  the  widow  withon 
compulBion.'  It  can  not  be  brought  against  the  guardian  in  socage 
nor  against  any  person  Kho  has  but  a  chattel  interest,  as  a  tenai 
by  elegit,  or  a  tenant  for  years.*  And  it  seems  that  althoug 
Judgment  and  execution  be  had  against  such  a  tenant,  yet  he  ma 
afterwards  enter  upon  the  demandant.*  And  the  tenant  of  th 
freehold,  upon  bis  application  before  judgment,  where  the  action  i 
brought  against  a  party  having  a  mere  chattel  interest,  may  b 
received  to  defend.  If  he  neglect  to  make  application  he  ma 
nevertheless  falsify  after  judgment,*  So  the  reversioner  may  b 
received  to  protect  his  title  where  the  writ  is  brought  agaiDst  th 
tenant  for  life.' 

The  precipe  for  a  writ  of  dower. 

4.  In  the  precipe  for  this  writ,  when  the  widow  is  first  named  sh 
ought  to  be  described  as  having  been  the  wife  of  her  late  husbanc 
In  a  case  in  which  this  was  omitted  in  the  writ,  and  the  sheriff  wa 
ordered  by  it  to  command  the  tenant  "to  render  to  C.  her  reasor 
able  dower  out  of  the  freehold  which  was  of  D.  late  her  husband, 
the  court  abated  the  writ,  because  in  the  beginning  of  it  C.  was  nt 
mentioned  to  have  been  the  wife  of  D.,  which  was  the  very  charactE 
in  and  upon  which  C/s  title  to  dower  was  founded.' 

Th<i  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet. 

5.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  precipe  a  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habi 
issues  to  the  sheriff.^   The  process  thereon  is  by  summons  to  appeal 

I  Park,  Dov.  26G,  285 ;  1  Roper,  U.  i  W.  429 ;  2  Sannd.  43,  note. 

■  29  Ass.  tIS ;  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  63.  -  ■  9  Co.  IT  lu 

*  Hitcbell  V.  Hjde,  1  Leon.  92.  '  Anon.  BrowDl.  t  Qoldsb.  126. 

*  Ibid. ;  Park,  Dow.  2B!>. 

1  Fulliam  u.  Hsrris,  Cro.  Jac.  217;  1  Roper,  H.  AW.  429;  2  SaoDd.  43,  Dot 
Tlie  rollon-ing  is  tbe  form  of  Ihe  precipe:  StaSbrd«hire,  lo-wit:  Commapd  A.  1 
Ibal  i'JSllj,  and  without  delay  he  render  to  C.  O.,  widow,  who  was  ibe  wife  of  i 
D.  ber  reasonable  dower,  which  falletb  to  her  out  of  Ihefreebold  whicb  was  of  t) 
snidJ.D.,  late  her  huEband,  Id  the  parish  of  E.  [or,  parishes  of  E.,  F.  and  G.]  where- 
she  has  Dothiog,  as  she  sajs.  Returnable,  kc.  2  Sauad.  43,  note;  3  Chiltj's  P 
10  Amcr.  ed.  1311. 

<  form  ^iktvril!  WiUiani  tbe  Foarth,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Einf 
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and  if  the  tenant  neglect  to  appear,  or  do  not  cast  an  essoin,  then 
^>y  grand  cape  and  petit  cape  in  the  common  pleas.* 

The  summons. 

6.  After  the  writ  has  issued  the  next  proceeding  is  a  summons 
to  the  tenant  to  render  the  dower,  which  must  be  served  upon  the 
land.'  The  demandant  is  not  bound  to  give  the  tenant  actual  notice 
of  the  summons.'  It  may  be  either  served  upon  the  tenant  person- 
ally, or  left  at  his  place  of  abode  on  the  lands  demanded  by  the 
writ.  In  the  latter  case  it  is  usual  to  set  up  a  white  stick  or  wand 
upon  the  premises.^ 

7.  In  order,  however,  that  convenient  notice  may  be  given  to  the 
tenant  of  the  freehold,  the  summons  is  required  by  the  Act  of 
Elizabeth,^  to  be  proclaimed  fourteen  days  at  least  before  its 
return,  upon  a  Sunday,  immediately  after  divine  service  and  a 
sermon,  if  any,  or  immediately  after  divine  service,^at  or  near  the 
more  usual  door  of  the  church  or  chapel  of  the  town  or  parish  where 
the  lands  are  situated  upon  which  the  summons  was  made.  The 
statute  further  requires  the  proclamation  to  be  returned  with  the 
names  of  the  summoners,  and  it  declares  that  until  a  summons  shall 
have  been  so  proclaimed,  no  grand  cape  shall  issue,  but  summons 
after  summons  till  one  duly  proclaimed  shall  have  been  made  and 
returned.^    By  a  subsequent  statute,  all  proclamations  or  notices 

dom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  l^ing)  defender  of  the  Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of 
[B«aez,]  Greeting:  Command  C.  D.  that  jnstly  and  without  dolaj  he  render  to  A. 
B.,  widow,  who  was  the  wife  of  B.  B.,  now  deceased,  her  reasonable  dower  which 
fiUleth  to  her  of  the  freehold  which  was  of  the  said  B.  B.  her  late  husband,  in  the 
parish  of  B.  [^or^  parishes  of  B.,  F.  and  G.]  whereof  she  has  nothing,  as  she  says,  and 
whereof  she  complains  that  the  said  C.  D.  deforceth  her,  and  unless  he  shall  so  do, 
and  if  the  said  A.  B.  shall  give  jou  security  to  prosecute  her  claim,  then  summon  bj 
good  Bommoners  the  said  C.  D.,  that  he  be  before  our  justices  of  the  Bench,  at  West- 
minster, on  itc.  [affenereU  return  day,"]  to  show  wherefore  be  hath  not  done  it,  and 
have  there  the  summoners,  and  this  writ.  Witness  ourself  at  Westminster,  the 
daj  of  in  the  year  of  our  reign.  Pledges  to  prosecute,  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe.  Sammoners,  John  Venn  and  Richard  Fenn.  John  Herbert,  Esq.,  Sheriff.  3 
Ghitty's  PI.,  10  Amer.  ed.  1311 ;  2  Saund.  43.  For  the  form  of  the  writ  where  the 
widow  has  married  again,  see  3  Chitty's  PI.,  10  Amer.  ed.  1312  ;  Booth,  166.  See, 
also,  Fitzh.  N.  B.  147,  (E.) ;  Rast.  Ent  227  b. ;  Reg.  170  a. ;  Qilb.  Dow.  375. 

1  Fitzh.  K.  B.  148,  (D.)  -,,2  Saund.  43,  note. 

'  Allen  V.  Walter,  Hob.  133.  >  2  Inst.  253  ;  2  Saund.  43,  note. 

*  3  Chitty's  PI.  1312,  note.  »  31  Eliz.  c.  3,  {  2. 

<  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  430 ;  2  Saand.  43,  note. 
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vhicti  had  been  previously  required  to  be  made  or  given  in  churches 
jr  chapels  during  or  after  divine  service,  are  to  be  put  in  writing, 
3T  printed,  and  instead  of  being  proclaimed  in  churches  are  to 
be  affixed,  before  divine  service,  on  the  days  on  which  they  have 
been  heretofore  made,  on  or  near  the  doors  of  the  churches.' 

8.  As  the  Act  of  Elizabeth  requires  the  proclamation  to  be  made 
it  the  door  of  the  parish  church,  it  has  been  held  that  this  must  b( 
literally  complied  with,  although  the  church  or  chapel  be  not  ii 
the  county  where  the  lands  lie.'  But  if  the  lands  be  situate  ii 
diETerent  parishes  or  townships,  the  proclamation  of  the  summoni 
at  the  door  of  one  church  or  chapel  where  part  only  of  the  lands  Hi 
has  been  held  to  be  sufficient.* 

9.  The  sheriff,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  writ  of  dower  makes  bii 
warrant  in  the  form  given  in  the  note.*  Thereupon  the  eummons 
is  issued  and  served  in  the  manner  before  stated.  This  havtaj 
been  done  the  sheriff  makes  return  of  the  writ  and  of  the  proceed 
ings  had  thereunder.'  A  return  that  he  had  proclaimed  "the  con 
tents  of  the  writ,"  is  insufficient,  because  he  must  proclaim  that  hi 
made  summons  on  the  land.     But  according  to  the  modern  practice 

I  7  Will.  IV,  and  1  Vic.  ch,  45,  J  2;  1  Bright,  H.  AW.  399,  pi.  6. 
1  Cro.  Eliz.  472  ;  2  Seaad.  43  a.,  not«. 

*  RarriBOii  t:  UasMm,  No;,  22  ;  Alten  v.  Walter,  Hob.  133;  1  Boper,  B.  ft  W 
430. 

*  J.  W.,  Esquire,  Sheriff  of  [Essei,]  lo  E.  K.  and  0.  P.,  mj  bailiGb  for  thia  Um 
only,  Greeting  :  By  Tirtue  cf  a  iirit  of  dower  ii{  our  lord  tbe  king  unde  nihU  kabt 
to  me  directed,  I  command  yon  tbat  yon  command  C.  D.  that  juatlj  and  wkfaoi 
dela;  he  render  to  A.  B,,  who  wkb  tbe  wife  of  E.  B.,  her  reasonable  dower,  whicl 
Ac.  [m  in  Ihc  tcn'l),  deforceth  her;  and  unless  be  eball  do  it,  then  aammon  tta 
aaid  C.  D.  tbat  he  be  before  our  jneltces  at  Westminster  on  ,  to  sbai 
wbererore  he  will  not  do  it,  and  that  after  tbe  enid  sumtnons  is  made  you  do,  ftt  tl: 
most  uEual  door  of  tbe  pariah  church  of  the  pariah  of  E.,  on  Sundn;  neit  afli 
tb«  said  Bummong,  immediately  after  divine  service  ia  ended,  proclaim  the  sam 
aummona  according  to  the  form  of  tbo  aiatute  in  such  case  made  and  providei 
Given  under  the  aeal  of  my  office,  ftc.  3  Chitty'a  PI.  10  Amsr.  ed.  1312  ;  2  Sanai 
43  a.,  note. 

'  Form  of  tht  mmmom  :  By  virtue  of  his  mnjealy'a  writ  of  dower  undt  nihil  habt 
to  tbe  SberilT  of  [Essex]  directed,  and  by  virtue  of  the  eald  Bberiff's  warrant. to  i 
directed,  we  do  herebT  require  and  cotnmand  you  that  you  render  to  A.  B.,  & 
{as  in  tht  irril],  BB  Bbe  allFgea  and  complains,  tbat  you  the  said  C.  D.  keep  her  oi 
of  tbe  Bame,  and  if  you  refuse  so  to  do,  then  we  do  hereby  aumnion  you  that  jc 
be  and  nppe.ir  before  bis  majesty's  justicea,  at  Westmin^er,  on  ,  to  show  caat 
why  you  do  not  3  Chilly's  PI.  1313  ;■!  Saund,  43  a.,  note;  2  Sel.Prac,  2  ed.  2o; 
1  Taunt.  415. 

*  For  the  form  of  the  return,  sea  3  Chitty'a  PI.  1313;  2  Saund.  43  a,  note;  Pnrn 
V.  Walerhouge,  1  Uod.  19T. 
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it  seems  sufficient  to  return  *'that  the  sheriff  made  proclamation  of 
the  said  summons  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute."^ 

Ussoin. 

10.  The  writ  and  proceedings  thereunder  being  returned,  the 
tenant  may  cast  an  essoin,  L  e,  an  excuse  for  his  non-appearance 
at  the  return  of  the  writ  ;^  this  is  a  dilatory  proceeding,  and  there- 
fore discountenanced.  The  essoin  will  be  of  no  avail  if  he  be  seen 
in  court,  or  if  the  entry  of  it  with  the  clerk  of  the  essoins  appear 
to  have  been  made  for  him  by  an  attorney;^  and  if  the  essoin 
be  not  cast  at  the  proper  time,  the  demandant  may  enter  a  ne 
recipiatur.* 

11.  The  essoin  being  legally  cast,  then,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
tenant  from  signing  a  non  pros  after  the  service  of  a  rule  by  him 
of  his  intention  to  do  so,  the  demandant  should  adjourn  the  essoin, 
which,  by  statute  in  England,*  is  the  fourth  return  next  after  that 
of  the  writ  of  dower,  both  inclusive.* 

Grand  cape. 

12.  The  next  proceeding,  in  default  of  the  tenant's  appearance, 
is  the  issuing  of  the  grand  cape  by  the  demandant,  a  term  borrowed 
from  the  word  cape  in  the  beginning  of  the  writ.  It  directs  the 
sheriff  to  take  into  his  possession,  by  the  view  of  an  inquest,  a  third 
of  the  lands,  for  the  tenant's  default,  and  then  to  summon  the 
tenant  to  appear  in  court  at  Westminster  to  account  for  his  prior 
non-appearance.^     If  the  sheriff  make  no  return  to  that  writ,  then 

1  Allen  V.  Walter,  Hob.  133 ;  2  Sauad.  43  b.,  note. 

*  As  to  essoins,  see  Twyning  v.  Lowndes,  10  Bing.  G5,*  3  Moo.  k  S.  443  ]  Price 
V.  Hagbes,  I  Dowl.  P.  C.  448  ;  9  Co.  16 ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (2  Y.  1.) 

*  Anson  v.  Jefferson,  2  Wils.  164.  *  2  Saund.  43  b.,  note. 

6  24  Geo.  II.  c.  48,  {  3. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  431 ;  2  Saund.  43  b.,  note.  As  to  tbe  return  days,  see  1  Will. 
IV.  c.  3,  J  2. 

7  Fi.r7n  of  the  grand  cape:  William  tbe  Fourth,  i^c,  take  into  our  hand  by  the 
view  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  your  county,  the  third  part  of  [two  messuages,  one 
hundred  acres  of  land,  ten  acres  of  meadow,  and  five  acres  of  wood,  with  the  ap- 
purtenances,] in  the  parish  of  E.  in  your  county,  which  A.  B.  in  our  court,  before 
onr  justices  at  Westminster,  claims  as  the  dowerof  her  the  said  A.  B.  of  the  endow- 
ment of  E.  B.,  her  late  husband,  against  C.  D.  by  our  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  kabet, 
for  the  default  of  him  the  said  G.  D.,  and  the  day  of  the  taking  thereof  make  known 
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an  alias  grand  cape  isenea ;'  and  ahouM  the  tenant  still  neglect 
appear,  tbe  demandant  is  strictlj  entitled  to  judgment  of  seiE 
and  to  an  award  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages.*  Tbe  demands: 
however,  may  waive  her  advantage,  and  accept  an  appearance 
the  tenant  upon  the  grand  cape.^  And  this  leads  to  a  considerati 
of  tbe  proceedings  in  a  writ  of  dower  when  there  is  no  defaolt 
appearance  in  the  tenant. 

'The  count. 

IS.  We  shall  snppose,  then,  the  tenant  to  appear  at  the  return 
the  writ  of  dower.   The  demandant  must  afterwards  count  or  declar 

to  oar  JDBticti  nl  Wcstmingler,  b;  your  lettera  nndeF  lenl,  sad  ■ddiiiioii  bj  gn 
■niamoDcrB  the  Esid  C.  D.  that  b«  be  before  onr  JQstiteg  at  'Westniinsler,  on  , 
aniwcr  aod  ebotr  wbererore  he  was  not  before  our  justices  at  Wratmliisler,  on 
accordiog  as  be  was  gumiuoned,  [hut  wheo  tbe  defHulI  19  for  aot  appearing  (m 
adjimmnifnl  day  of  the  euoin,  tbea  snr,  "  n-bercfore  bs  did  not  keep  the  daj-  git 
bim    hj  reiuon  of  bis    essoio,"]   before    our  Justices  at    Westminster,    OD  I 

passed,  aud  bare  th^re  tbi^  names  of  tboae,  by  whose  Tier  }rou  sUauld  do  tbis,  a 
this  writ.     Witness,  kc.     3  Chittj's  Pi.  10  Amer.  ed.   1314;  2  Sauod.  43  b.,  do 

Tbe  rorm  of  the  aberiCrs  return  thereon  is  given  in  3  Chitty's  PI.  1315,  and  in 
Sannd.  43  c,  note. 

>  Tbe  form  of  the  enlrjof  the^anife<7>«  and  cfi'iu,  wben  [be  tenant  makes  defui 
at  tbe  return  of  tbe  summons,  is  in  Rast.  Ent.  239  n.,  pi.  4. 

'  1  Sannd.  <3  c,  note ;  I  Boper,  H.  k  W.  431  ;  Park,  Dow.  286. 

•  2  SauQd.43c.,  note;  1  Roper,  H.  4  W.  431;  Park,  Dow.  286;  Stapler.  Hajd( 
1  Salk.  £16,  217  ;  s.  c.  6  Mod.  4.  The  distinction  between  grand  and  pelit  eapet 
this;  the  former  never  Ilea  after  au  appenrance  by  the  tenant  in  chief;  the  lalt 
issnes  after  tbe  tenant  hag  appeared,  and  makes  default,  !□  any  term  lubiegaenl  to  I 
appearance.  Thus,  if  the  tenant  appear  lo  the  summons,  and  the  plaintiff  make  b 
demand,  and  in  the  eamt  Irrn  in  irhich  tbe  tenant  appeared  be  moke  default, 
nihil  dicil,  tbs  plninliff  ooght  to  hnTo  peremptory  judgment  of  seilin,  and  no  grai 
oTpriii  cape  is  proper  to  be  issued  alter  sucb  default.  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  433  ; 
Saund,  45,  note.  There  seems  to  be  no  difference  in  the  form  of  a  grand  orpe 
cape,  eicepl  that  the  words  "  and  tbe  day,"  *c.,  are  omitted  in  tbe  latter.    3  Saan 

*  Form  of  the  eeant:  Essex,  (to-wit,)  A.  B.,  widow,  who  was  the  wife  of  E.   [ 

Gsqnire,  deceased,  by ,  her  attorney,  demands  against  G.  D.  tbe  Ibird  part 

[ten  messuages,  ten  barns,  ten  stables,  four  gardens,  fonr  orchards,  one  water  coi 
mill,  two  thousand  acres  of  land,  two  hundred  acres  of  meadow,  two  thousand  acp 
of  pasture,  two  tbonsand  acres  of  manor,  and  two  hundred  acres  of  woodland,]  wil 
the  appnrtenances,  in  the  parish  of  ,  in  tbe  county  of  Essex,  as  tbe  dower  of  It 
said  A.  B.  of  the  endowment  of  the  said  E.  B.,  decealei^  heretofore  her  hnsban 
whereof  she  baih  notbiDB,  Ac.     3  Chitty'a  PI.  i31Ii'16;  2  Saund.  44,  329. 

For  the  form  of  tbe  count  where  there  has  been  a  secoud  marriage,  or  by  an  inl«n 
see  tbe  same  authorities. 
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by  which  she  ought  to  demand  a  third  part  of  the  whole  of  what 
she  is  dowable.^ 


f  View. 

14.  The  count  being  filed,  if  the  tenant  claimed  the  lands  under 
the  alienation  of  the  husband,  he  was  entitled,  as  it  would  seem,  to 
pray  a  view,  in  case  such  proceeding  was  really  necessary,  as  if 
he  were  ignorant  of  the  particular  lands  in  his  possession  which 
were  liable  to  the  widow's  demand,  otherwise  not ;  for  if  it  appeared 
that  he  was  acquainted  with  that  circumstance,  then  the  court  would 
not  accede  to  his  prayer  of  a  view,  the  request  being  merely  for 
delay,  which  is  not  allowable  in  such  an  action.'    But  the  statute 
of  Westminster  2,*  proceeding  on  the  above  distinction,  deprives 
him  of  a  view  by  declaring  that  ^'in  a  writ  of  dower  where  the  dower 
in  demand  is  of  land  which  the  husband  aliened  to  the  tenant  or 
his  ancestors,  where  the  tenant  ought  not  to  be  ignorant  what  land 
the  husband  did  alien  to  him  or  his  ancestors,  although  the  husband 
died  not  seized,  yet  from  henceforth  view  shall  not  be  granted  to 
the  tenant."     The  alienee  of  the  husband  being  thus  excluded  from 
a  view,*  and  the  heir  of  the  husband  who  died  seized  of  the  lands 
being  equally  excluded  at  common  law,  because  the  legal  pre- 
sumption is,  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  estate  which  descended 
to  him  upon  his  ancestor's  death,^  a  case  can  scarcely  happen  of 
a  tenant  in  dower  being  entitled  to  a  view.    If,  however,  he  should 
pray  one,  where  he  is  not  entitled  to  have  it,  the  demandant  must 
defeat  it  by  what  is  called  a  counter, plea,  upon  which  issue  may  be 
taken,  or  to  which  the  tenant  may  demur ;  and  if  he  adopt  the  latter 
mode,  and  judgment  be  given  against  him,  it  will  be  peremptory ; 
but  if  the  decision  be  in  his  favor,  and  a  view  granted,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  an  essoin  similar  to  that  before  mentioned,^  and  the 
demandant  must  count  de  novo  after  the  return  of  the  view,  or  of 
the  adjournment  of  the  essoin  ;  which  being  done,  the  tenant  may 
plead  either  in  abatement  of  the  writ,  or  in  bar  of  the  action.^ 


1  3  Lerinz,  169. 

*  Upon  this  subject,  see  the  cases  of  Astmal  v.  Astmal,  2  Lev.  117 ;  Davis  v.  Lees, 
Wnies'  Rep  344-347  j  Herbert  v.  Veraon,  Dyer,  179  a.,  pi.  41 ;  Whelpdale  v.  Whelp- 
dale,  3  Lev.  169. 

s  13  Edw.  L  c.  48.  «  Bernes  v.  Rich,  3  Lev.  220.  >  2  Tnst  481. 

•  Ante,  {{  10,  11.  M  Roper,  H.  k  W.  431-3 ;  2  Saund.  44,  note. 
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Pleat  in  abatement. 

15.  To  the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  kabet,  the  defendant  may 
plead  in  abntement  non  tenure,  either  of  the  whole  or  of  a  part;'  or 
that  he  holds  jointly  with  A,  not  named.'  But  in  these  cases,  as 
the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet  is  a  writ  de  libera  tenemento, 
gonerallj,  and  not,  like  a  precipe  quod  reddat,  a  demand  of  a 
certain  number  of  acres,  if  the  plea  is  only  to  a  part,  the  demand- 
ant may  abridge  or  narrow  her  demand  to  the  rc?idue,^  and  the 
"wrtt  will  remain  good,  for  the  abridgment  does  not  falsify  it,  as  it 
would  the  precipe  quod  reddat.'  Tills  right  of  the  widow  to  abridge 
her  demand  may  he  exercised  even  though  the  tenant  do  not  plead 
in  abatement."  But  it  is  said  that  if  the  writ  is  de  Ubero  tenemento 
in  D.  and  S.  there  can  be  no  abridgment  as  to  all  the  lands  in  either 
of  the  vills  named.* 

16.  It  is  to  be  remarked,  however,  that  the  plea  of  non  tenure 
either  of  the  whole  or  of  a  part,  though  usually  called  a  plea  in 
abatement,  concluding  with  praying  judgment  of  the  writ,  is  not 
strictly  a  plea  in  abatement,  though  dilatory  in  its  nature;  for  so 
far  from  giving  the  demandant  a  better  writ,  the  plea  is  that  the 
tenant  is  not  liable  to  the  action,  inasmuch  as  he  does  not  hold  the 
land  in  any  shape;  and  besides,  it  is  frequently  pleaded  as  to  part 
along  with  a  plea  in  bar  to  the  rest.' 

17.  The  defendant  may  also  plead  in  abatement  ancient  demesne," 
or  that  the  demandant  married  pending  the  writ.* 

Fleae  in  bar. 

18.  In  this  action  pleas  in  bar  are  cither  such  as  deny  the  right 
of  the  demandant  to  any  dower  at  all,  or  such  as  admit  her  title, 
bat  allege  some  reason  why  she  should  not  be  permitted  to  recover. 
The  former  will  be  first  noticed. 

■  Rast.  Ent  331  a.  b  ,  232  b. ;  1  Bro.  Enl.  305  ;  Clia.  303,  pi.  II;  R»b.  Got.  24ii; 
1  Lntw.  TIC,  TIT.  And  Bes  Mitcbell  i:  Hjde,  I  Leon,  92;  Moor,  80;  DrI.  100;  2 
SauBd.  44  a,,  note ;  3  Cbiitj'B  PI.  10  Amer.  ed.  1319-20. 

'  Raal.  Ent.  225  b.  '  Lev.  Ent.  76;  3  Lev,  68  ;  Heme,  342. 

*  14  H.  VL  3,  4 ;  Bro.  Abr.  pi,  12 ;  2  Saund,  44  a,,  note. 
'  See  2  SttDnd.  44  a,,  330,  339.  '  3  Let.  CS. 

'  2  Saund  44  a,,  note.     See  ibe  form  of  this  plea  in  Rast.  Eiit.  231  a.  b.,  232  b. 
See,  also,  3  Cbitty's  PI.  10  Amer.  ed.  1319-20. 
»  1  Roll.  Abr.  323,  (E.)  pi.  2  ;  Rob.  Ent.  250. 

*  Co.  Ent,  113  b.;  2  Sannd.  44  a.,  note;  Park,  Dov.  287-8. 
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19.  (1)  Ne  ungues  seme  que  dower,  This-plea  alleges  that  the 
demandant's  husband  was  never  seized  of  such  an  estate  in  the 
lands  as  entitles  her  to  be  endowed  of  them.^ 

20.  (2)  iVe  ungues  accoupU  in  loyal  matrimonie.  By  this  plea 
the  tenant  controverts  the  validity  of  the  demandant's  marriage 
with  the  person  of  whose  lands  she  claims  dower.^  The  demandant 
must  reply  that  she  was  married  at  B.  in  such  a  diocese,^  and  a  writ 
is  thereupon  sent  to  the  bishop  of  that  diocese  requiring  him  to 
certify  the  fact  to  the  court.^  And  if  the  court  in  which  a  demand 
of  dower  is  made  is  an  inferior  jurisdiction,  which  can  not  write  to 
the  bishop,  as  if  the  action  be  brought  in  the  Husting's  Court  of 
L<mdon,  or  any  other  corporation,  the  record  must  be  removed  to 
have  it  tried,  to  a  superior  court  which  can  write  to  the  bishop ; 
and  upon  return  of  the  bishop's  certificate  the  record  is  to  be  re- 
manded, as  in  a  foreign  voucher.^ 

21.  But  if  the  marriage  were  celebrated  in  Scotland  where  there 
is  no  episcopal  establishment,  or  in  a  foreign  country,  and  con- 
sequently out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  temporal  courts  of  the  king- 
dom, in  such  case  the  legality  of  the  marriage  must  of  necessity  be 
tried  by  a  jury.*  "  If,"  said  the  court  in  Ilderton  v.  Ilderton,^ 
^^  the  trial  can  not  be  by  certificate,  we  lay  it  down  as  a  proposition 
fundamental  and  incontrovertible,  that  the  trial  is  to  be  by  the 
country ;  and  for  a  reason  that  is  unanswerable,  that  there  may  not 
be  a  failure  of  justice."^ 


1  For  the  form  of  this  plea  see  3  Chitty's  PI.  1316.  See,  also,  2  Saund.  44  b.  and 
229  ;  Rast.  Eot.  230  a. ;  Co.  Ent.  1*76  a.  As  to  the  Qecessity  of  pleading  the  special 
matter  where  there  has  been  a  remitter,  see  Park,  Dow.  145,  154.  As  to  the  seizin 
and  estate  requisite  to  support  a  claim  of  dower,  see  vol.  i.,  chapters  xi.  and  xii. 

>  The  form  of  this  plea  will  be  found  in  3  Chitty's  PI.  1317  ;  2  Saund.  44  b.,  note. 
See  2  H.  Bl.  145.  The  plea  ne  unquet  aceovpli  can  not  be  joined  with  the  plea  ii« 
unques  Meiaih  que  dower,  Anderson  v,  Anderson,  2  W.  Bl.  1157  ;  Hillier  v,  Fletcher, 
Ibid.  1207. 

*  See  3  Chitty's  PL  1317,  for  the  form  of  the  replication  that  the  parties  were  law- 
folly  married  in  England;  and  2  H.  Bl.  149,  for  the  form  of  the  record  where  this 
plea  is  interposed. 

*  Co.  Ent.  180  a.,  181  a.;  Dy.  313  b.,  368  b. ;  1  Leon.  53,  54;  Rast.  Ent.  228  b.; 
Robins  v.  Crntchley,  2  Wils.  122,  125,  127;  2  Jones,  38.  As  to  what  shall  be  a 
good  certificate  by  the  bishop,  and  that  he  must  return  the  fact,  and  not  the  evidence, 
see  2  Roll.  591,  592  ;  Dy.  305  b.,  306  b.,  313,  368-9 ;  Wickham  v.  Enfeild,  Cro.  Car. 
351 ;  2  Saund.  44  b.,  note ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  402,  pi.  16. 

«  Booth,  Real.  Act.  167 ;  Co.  Litt.  134  a. ;  Co.  Ent.  180  b. 

'<  For  the  form  of  a  replication  that  the  parties  were  lawfully  married  in  Scotland, 
see  3  Chitty's  PI.  1318.     See,  also,  Rast.  Ent.  228  ;  Co.  Ent.  180. 
Y  Ilderton  v,  Ilderton,  2  H.  BL  145,  159.  »  1  Bright,  m.  &  W.  402,  pL  16. 
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22.  But  in  any  other  case  than  that  of  a  marriage  in  Scotland, 
or  in  some  foreign  country,  it  seems  that  a  replication  to  the  plea 
of  ne  unquea  accouple  concluding  to  the  country,  is  bad,  for  it  goes 
to  oust  the  bishop  of  his  jurisdiction.^  Neither  can  the  demandant 
reply  a  sentence  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  declaring  the  marriage 
valid,  for  that  is  only  matter  of  evidence,  and  no  estoppel ;  and  the 
bishop  is  the  proper  judge  whether,  as  evidence,  it  is  conclusive 
upon  him.^  But  if  the  bishop  has  already  certified  the  marriage  to 
the  court,  that  certificate  may  be  replied  by  the  demandant,  and 
shall  be  a  good  estoppel  to  all  the  world,  for  to  award  a  second  writ 
to  the  bishop  would  be  to  try  the  matter  twice.* 

23.  It  follows  from  what  has  been  already  observed,  that  the  tenant 
can  not  plead  bigamy  as  a  bar  to  the  demand,  but  must  avail  him- 
self of  it  on  the  general  issue  of  ne  unques  accouple.^ 

24.  The  proper  place  to  produce  all  evidence  tending  to  invalid- 
ate or  substantiate  the  marriage,  will  be  in  the  bishop's  court,  when 
the  writ  from  the  temporal  court  arrives  there.* 

25.  (3)  The  tenant  may  also  plead  that  the  demandant  eloped 
from  her  husband  during  the  coverture,  and  lived  with  another 
person  in  adultery.*  To  which  the  demandant  replies  either  that 
she  did  not  elope,^  or  that  she  was  afterwards  reconciled  to  her 
husband.^ 

26.  (4)  The  tenant  may  also  plead  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matri-^ 
monii.^ 

27.  (5)  Or  he  may  plead  a  jointure  made  by  the  demandant's 
husband  on  her  before  marriage  ;*^  or  that  it  was  made  after  marriage, 
and  the  wife  agreed  to  it  after  her  husband's  death."  To  which  the 
demandant  may  reply  that  the  estate  was  not  made  to  such  uses, 
or  that  it  was  not  for  a  jointure." 


I  Robins  v.  Crotchley,  2  Wils.  128.  «  Ibid.  122,  127. 

>  Ibid.  128,  129;  Bro.  Estoppel,  pi.  68;  Fitzh.  Abr.  Estoppel,  pi.  282. 

*  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  54,  cites  39  Edw.  III.  15. 

B  See  Bro.  Certificate  d'  Eresque,  pi.  12;  Dav.  53  a.  b.     For  an  account  of  the 
inquisition  and  proceedings  before  the  bishop,  see  Park,  Dow.  290 ;  Hughes,  993. 

•  See  3  Chitty's  PI.  1318;  Rast.  Ent.  230  a.  ;  Rob.  Ent.  260;  2  Sannd.  44  c, 
notes,  and  the  form  in  6  Bing.  135.     See,  also,  post,  ch.  xviii. 

V  See  3  Chitty's  PI.  1319 ;  Rast.  Ent.  230  a. ;  2  Bro.  Ent.  109 ;  2  Saund.  44  c , 
note. 
8  Dj.  107  a  ;  1  Bro.  Ent.  204 ;  Co.  Litt.  32  b. ;  2  Saund.  44  c,  note. 
'  Co.  Litt.  32  a. ;  2  Sannd.  44  c,  note.    See  post,  ch.  xiz. 
w  Co  Ent.  172  a.  b. ;  Hob.  71,  104. 

II  Co.  Ent  171  b.,  172  a. ;  Rob.  Ent.  261 ;  2  Saund.  44  c,  note.    See  post,  ch.  zt. 
"  Co.  Ent.  172  a.  b. 
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28.  (6)  So  the  tenant  may  plead  that  the  husband  levied  a  fine, 
and  the  demandant  made  no  claim  within  five  years  after  his  death.^ 
To  which  she  may  say  that  she  brought  her  action  of  dower  within 
five  years.* 

29.  (7)  Or  the  tenant  may  plead  that  the  demandant's  husband 
made  a  feofiment  of  the  lands  to  him,  and  was  afterwards  attainted 
of  treason.^  And  a  replication  that  her  husband  was  pardoned, 
will  not,  it  seems,  be  any  answer,  for  reasons  which  have  been 
already  adverted  to.^ 

30.  (8)  Or  the  tenant  may  plead  that  the  demandant  and  her 
husband  levied  a  fine,  or  suffered  a  common  recovery  of  the  lands.^ 

81.  (9)  Or  that  the  husband  of  the  demandant  is  alive.*  To  which 
plea  the  demandant  replies  that  her  husband  is  dead,  and  thereon 
a  day  is  given  for  proof  of  his  death,  which  must  be  made  in  court 
by  two  witnesses  at  least.^  And  at  the  same  day  the  tenant  may 
examine  his  witnesses  that  the  husband  is  alive.^  And  if  it  appear 
to  the  court  by  witnesses  that  the  husband  is  dead,  the  demandant 
is  entitled  to  immediate  judgment.*  So  if  the  proof  be  not  direct, 
if  there  is  no  proof  of  his  being  alive.^® 

82.  (10)  The  tenant  may  plead  that  he  assigned  a  rent  of  so 
much  per  annum  to  the  demandant  in  recompense  of  her  dower.  But 
he  must  show  what  estate  he  had  in  the  land  at  the  time  of 
granting  the  rent,  so  that  it  may  appear  to  the  court  that  he  had 
power  to  grant  it;  and  if  he  omit  to  do  this  the  demandant  may 
demur." 

38.  (11)  The  tenant  may  plead  that  the  demandant  is  seized  of 
a  third  part  of  the  land  demanded  already ;  but  he  must  show  who 
assigned  it,  or  that  she  recovered  it;  for  if  she  were  in  by 
disseizin  she  must  have  dower  of  the  remaining  two  parts,  never- 
theless." 


1  Co.  Ent.  171  a. ;  Glift.  305 ;  Dal.  107. 

«  Co.  Ent.  171  b.  »  2  Hawk.  PI.  Cor.  c.  49. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxix.,  {{  47,  48.    See  post,  ch.  zzxi.,  JJ  1-4. 
'  Rob.  Ent  237  ;  2  Saund.  44  c,  note.     See  post,  ch.  xii. 

*  1  Bro.  Ent.  205;  Bendl.  pi.  131 ;  1  And.  20;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (2  T.  9.) 
T  Bendl.  pi.  131 ;  Dyer,  185  a.  «  Ibid. ;  Moor,  14. 

*  Bendl.  pi.  131. 

»  1  And.  20;  Moor,  14;  Park,  Dow.  247,  293.    See  post,  ch.  ix.,  §J  35-56. 
"  Beaamont  v.  Dean,  2  Leon.  10;  Moor,  59;  Cro.  Eliz.  451. 
»  39  Edw.  III.  17. 
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34.  (12)  He  may  plead  that  other  lands  were  assigned  for  dower 
by  the  heir,^  or  by  himself,  he  being  the  assignee  of  the  husband.* 

36.  (13)  Or  that  the  demandant  iad  released  her  dower  to  the 
tenant  of  the  freehold.* 

36.  If  the  husband  alien  his  estates  in  parcels  to  different  per- 
sons, the  widow  recovers  from  each  of  them  the  third  part  of  the 
lands  conveyed  to  him.*  And  if  one  of  these  persons  has  assigned 
her  a  portion  of  his  lands  in  satisfaction  of  her  whole  dower,  it  seems 
that  the  others  can  not  plead  this  assignment  as  a  legal  defence  to 
writs  of  dower  brought  against  them.* 

37.  The  tenant  can  not  plead  a  prior  term  of  years  in  bar  of  the 
action,  for  it  is  no  bar  in  dower ;  but  he  may  plead  it  in  delay  of 
execution,  and  to  save  himself  the  damages  if  no  rent  was  reserved 
upon  the  term  ;  or  if  there  was,  praying  that  the  demandant  may 
be  endowed  of  the  reversion  and  the  rent.®  And  if  the  tenant  do 
not  plead  such  term  he  can  not  set  it  up  afterwards  as  a  prior  title, 
to  an  ejectment  brought  by  a  tenant  in  dower,  after  her  recovery, 
to  obtain  possession.^ 

38.  Pleas  which  admit  a  right  of  dower,  but  allege  some  excuse 
or  reason  for  not  making  an  assignment,  are  as  follows : 

39.  (1)  Detinue  of  charters.  This  plea  alleges  that  the  demand- 
ant detains  the  deeds  and  evidences  of  title  belonging  to  the  estate, 
and  that  the  tenant  was  always  ready  to  assign  her  dower  if  she 
would  deliver  them;  consequently  it  can  not  be  pleaded  after  im- 
parlance.® No  person  but  the  heir  can  plead  this  plea,  for  it  lies 
only  in  privity.^  And  if  he  plead  it  he  must  show  the  certainty  of 
the  charters,  so  that  a  certain  issue  may  be  joined,  or  that  they  are 
in  a  chest  or  box  locked  or  sealed.*®  And  if  the  heir  delivered  the 
charters  to  the  wife,  he  can  not  plead  detinue,  for  she  has  them  by 


1  Moor,  26,  59 ;  Co.  Litt.  35  a.     See  Perk,  i  409  ;  Carter,  187. 

*  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (2  Y.  15.)     See  ante,  ch.  iv. 

'  Cro.  Jac.  151.     See  post,  ch.  xii.         *  Perk.  {  423.  See  post,  ch.  xzii.,  {{  2-4. 
»  Co.  Litt.  35  a.;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  437.     And  see  Pefk.  {  402 ;  post,  ch.  xxvii. 

*  See  Booth  v.  Lindsey,  2  Raym.  1294 ;  Rob.  Ent.  237  ;  Anon.  2  Mod.  18  ]  Villers 
V,  Handlej,  2  Wilson,  49 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xviii.,  ?§  6»  "^  I  POSt,  §|  56,  57. 

^  Lindsej  v.  Lindsey,  1  Salk.  291 ;  2  Rayra.  1294.     See  post,  {  56. 

8  Rast.  Ent.  224  b.,  229  b.;  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  53;  Moor,  81  j  Hob.  199;  9  Co.  18  a.; 
Dal.  100  ;  Perk.  2  356 ;  Bardon  v.  Burdon,  1  Salk.  252.  It  is  now  held  that  an  im- 
parlance is  not  to  be  granted  in  dower.     Foster  v.  Eirby,  Barnes,  2. 

*  9  Co.  18  a. ;  Dy.  230  a. 

w  9  Co.  18  a.,  110a.;PIowd.  85  a.  b. ;  Dy.  230  a. ;  11  Hen.  VIII. /.  t. ;  Perk.  {  356. 


CH.    v.]  REMEDY   AT   COMMON   LAW.         ,  95 

his  own  act.^  And  as  the  privity  is  the  foundation  of  this  plea,  it 
shall  not  be  pleaded  even  by  the  heir,  if  he  has  the  land  by  pur- 
chase and  not  as  heir.*  Or  if  he  be  not  immediately  vouched,  but 
only  by  the  vouchee  of  the  tenant.*  Or  if  he  come  in  as  vouchee 
having  no  lands  in  the  county  where  the  dower  is  demanded.*  Or 
if  he  come  in  as  tenant  by  receipt.* 

40.  In  two  of  these  cases  there  would  be  an  obvious  absurdity  in 
the  plea,  for  it  affirms  that  the  tenant  has  been  always  ready,  and 
yet  is,  to  render  dower,  if  the  demandant  would  deliver  to  him  his 
charters ;  and  tenant  by  receipt,  or  vouchee  over,  can  not  render 
the  demandant  her  dower,  nor  can  she  recover  it  against  him.^  In 
these  cases,  therefore,  the  widow  may  recover  her  dower,  although 
she  persists  in  detaining  the  charters,  but  an  action  of  detinue  will 
lie  against  her  for  them.^ 

41.  And  if  the  heir's  title  to  the  deeds  be  not  absolute,  but  liable 
to  be  defeated  by  the  birth  of  a  child,  he  can  not  plead  detinue  of 
charters,  for  the  widow  may  keep  them  for  the  use  of  the  child  in 
ventre  sa  mere,^  It  should  be  remarked,  also,  that  this  plea  is  not 
a  bar  for  more  lands  than  the  charters  concern.'  But  one  coparcener 
may  have  this  plea  after  partition,  though  the  evidences  concern  the 
other  parcener  and  herself  equally.^® 

42.  If  the  demandant  reply  to  this  plea  that  she  is  ready  to  de- 
liver the  deeds  to  the  tenant,  and  bring  them  into  court,  she  will 
obtain  an  immediate  judgment  for  her  dower,  because  the  plea  ad- 
mits her  right  to  endowment  upon  condition  of  her  yielding  up  the 
deeds ;"  but  she  will  lose  mesne  profits,  damages  and  costs,  since  it 
was  her  own  fault,  by  improperly  detaining  the  deeds,  that  her 
dower  was  not  assigned.^^  It  seems  that  if  dower  is  brought  against 
two,  who  plead  detinue  of  charters,  a  delivery  of  the  deeds  to  one 
of  them  by  the  demandant,  although  out  of  court,  will  be  sufficient 
as  to  the  other.^ 


*  9  Co.  18  b. 

»  9  Co.  18  b. ;  Dj.  230  a. ;  Perk.  {  356. 

*  9  Co.  18  b. ;  Dj.  230  a.;  Perk,  i  358.  ♦  9  Co.  18  b. 

*  9  Co.  18  b. ;  Dy.  230  a. ;  Perk.  |  358. 

*  Park,  Dow.  295.    See  1  Roper,  H.  t  W.  447,  and  note  bj  Jacob ;  9  Co.  18  b., 
19b.;  Dy.  230  a. 

'  Park,  Dow.  296. 

*  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  8 ;  Perk.  J  360.  •  Dy.  230  a. ;  Perk.  J  357. 
»•  Bro-  Dow.  pi.  41 J  Perk,  i  359. 

"  Rast.  Ent  224  b.,  230  a.  j  Hob.  199 ;  9  Co.  18  b.,  19  a.  ;  1  Salk.  252. 

»»  Co.  Litt.  32  b.  "  Fitzh.  N.  B.  138  n. ;  2  Saund.  44  d.,  note. 
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43.  The  demandant  may  also  reply  that  she  does  not  detain  the 
deeds,^  but  if  this  issue  be  found  against  her  she  loses  her  dower.' 

44.  (2)  Tout  temps  prist.  When  the  husband  dies  seized,  his 
heir  succeeds  to  his  estate  by  legal  right ;  so  that '  his  entry  and 
enjoyment  of  it  being  under  ^  lawful  title,  he  does  no  wrong  in  re- 
taining the  possession  of  the  whole  until  he  be  demanded  by  the 
widow  to  assign  and  deliver  up  to  her  a  third  part  of  it  for  her 
dower.  Previously  to  such  demand,  the  widow's  title  to  damages 
under  the  statute  of  Merton,  is  defective,  for  it  only  gives  them  to 
such  widows  who  can  not  obtain  their  dower  sine  placito,  i.  e,  with- 
out suit,  after  a  prior  demand.  Lord  Coke,  therefore,  recommends 
the  widow  to  demand  her  dower  before  good  testimony  as  soon  after 
her  husband's  death  as  she  is  able,^  in  order  to  obviate  all  doubt  as 
to  her  title  to  recover  damages  and  costs. 

46.  If,  however,  the  widow  has  made  no  demand  of  dower  prior 
to  the  suing  out  of  her  writ  of  dower,  the  heir  may  plead  tout  temps 
pristj  and  pray  that  she  may  not  have  damages ;  and  if  the  plea 
be  true,  the  widow  will  lose  the  mesne  profits  and  damages  from 
the  death  of  her  husband  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  from 
which  latter  period  to  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry,  she  will 
be  entitled  to  them.^  But  if  she  has  demanded  her  dower,  then  she 
ought  to  reply  to  the  plea,  stating  the  fact,  and  putting  the  question* 
in  dispute  in  issue.^ 

46.  But  if  the  heir  do  not  take  advantage  of  the  widow's  neglect 
in  demanding  dower  by  a  plea,  he  will  lose  the  benefit  of  that  cir- 
cumstance f  and  in  such  event  she  will  be  entitled  to  mesne  profits 
and  damages  from  her  husband's  death,  together  with  costs.^ 

47.  A  demand  of  endowment,  without  an  express  refusal  on  the 
part  of  the  tenant,  will  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  widow  to  damages 
and  costs.® 

48.  The  alienee  of  the  heir  can  not  plead  tout  temps  pristy  be- 
cause he  was  not  in  possession  of  the  estate  during  all  the  period 


1  Rast.  224  b. ;  Moor,  81  ;  2  Saund.  44  d.,  note. 

2  Hob.  199  ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  446 ;  Park,  Dow.  227. 
'  Co.  Litt.  32  b. ;  2  Saand.  44  d.,  note. 

*  Barnes,  234;  Bull.  N.  P.  117 ;  1  Rich.  Prac.  C.  P.  609 ;  2  Saund.  44  d.,  note. 
ft  See  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  33  a.  n.  (1) ;  13  Edw.  IV.,  f.  7 ;  ]   Lutw.  717  ;  2  Saund. 
44  d.,  note. 
>  Dobson  V,  Dobson,  Ca.  temp.  Hardvir.  19;  Kent  v.  Kent,  2  Stra.  971. 
7  BuUer's  N.  P.  117.  «  CorseUis  v.  CorseUis,  Bull.  N.  P.  117. 
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which  elapsed  since  the  husband's  death,  and  therefore  had  not  the 
power  of  assigning  dower  at  all  times  daring  that  period.^ 

The  parol  not  allowed  to  demur. 

49.  In  writs  of  dower  the  parol  shall  not  demur  for  the  non-age 
of  the  heir,  because  of  the  mischief  that  might  ensue  if  the  demand- 
ant, claiming  only  an  estate  for  life,  should  die  and  lose  the  estate.^ 
Bat  it  is  said  in  the  ancient  law  books,  that  if  a  feme,  after  the 
death  of  her  husband,  suffer  one  to  continue  a  year  and  a  day,  and 
he  die  seized,  his  heir  within  age,  the  feme  shall  not  have  dower 
daring  the  non-age  of  such  heir,  but  the  parol  shall  demur,  because 
it  was  her  folly  that  she  did  not  bring  suit.^ 

Trial  of  the  issue. 

50.  If  the  marriage  of  the  widow  with  her  late  husband  be  not 
disputed,^  and  issue  is  joined  upon  a  fact  within  the  province  of  a 
jarj,  upon  which  the  demandant's  right  to  dower  is  denied,  the 
qaestion  is  to  be  settled  by  a  jury  in  the  usual  manner ;  and  in  case 
the  issue  be  found  for  the  widow,*  she  will  obtain  judgment  for  her 
dower,  and  a  writ  of  seizin  will  be  addressed  to  the  sheriff  to 
assign  it.^ 

The  judgment. 

51.  The  judgment  in  this  action,  generally  speaking,  is  to  recover 
seizin  of  a  third  part  of  the  tenements  in  demand  in  severalty  by 
metes  and  bounds,  and  the  mesne  profits  and  damages.^  But  if 
judgment  be  obtained  against  several  tenants  in  common,  it  is  error 
it  it  be  said  ^'in  severalty  by  metes  and  bounds;"  but  it  may  be 
"in  three  parts  to  be  divided."® 

^  Go.  Litt.  33  a. ;  2  Bac.  Abr.  392  ;  Park,  Dow.  305  ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  444/445. 
And  see  1  Keb.  87.     On  the  subject  of  damages,  see  farther,  post.  ch.  zzv. 

'  1  RoU.  Abr.  137  ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  Cro.  Jac.  Ill  ;  3  Ltfon.  392 ;  3  Balstr.  138  ; 
Gore  V.  Perdue,  Cro.  filiz.  309 ;  Herbert  v.  Binion,  Cro.  Jac.  392. 

'  Fleta,  1,  6,  c.  43;  Bract  252  ;  Britt.  c.  Ill,  f.  47  ;  Cro.  Jac.  392  ;  Park,  Dow. 
298. 

*  See  ante,  {2  20>24. 

^  For  the  form  of  the  verdict,  see  3  Chitty's  PI.  1321 ;  2  Saund.  331. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  433. 

^  See  forms  in  3  Chitty's  PL  1323-1325 ;  2  Saund.  45,  notes,  331,  332.  See,  also, 
Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (2  Y.  19.) 

*  Glefold  V.  Carr,  Brownl.  k  Ooldsb.  127. 
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52.  If  the  husband  had  aliened  part  of  his  lands  with  warranty, 
and  left  other  lands  in  the  same  county  which  descended  to  the  heir, 
the  whole  of  the  widow's  dower  was  to  be  assigned  to  her  out  of  the 
descended  lands,  if  of  sufficient  value,  in  exoneration  of  the  alienee  ;^ 
hence,  if  the  widow  brought  her  writ  of  dower  against  the  latter, 
and  the  heir  being  vouched,  admitted  the  warranty,  and  that  he  had 
assets  by  descent  in  the  same  county,  the  widow  had  judgment  for 
her  dower  against  the  heir,  and  the  tenant  held  in  peace.'  If  the 
lands  were  in  differqpt  counties,  the  widow  had  immediate  judg- 
ment against  the  tenant,  leaving  him  to  recover  over  in  value  against 
the  heir.' 

53.  When  the  heir  was  vouched  in  respect  to  lands  in  the  same 
county,  if,  instead  of  admitting  himself  to  be  bound,  and  entering 
into  the  warranty,  he  counterpleaded  it,  judgment  was,  it  is  said, 
postponed  until  after  the  trial  of  the  issue  between  the  husband*s 
alienee  and  the  heir;^  but  according  to  other  authorities,  the  widow 
was  not  to  be  delayed  by  the  pendency  of  this  question,  but  was 
entitled  to  immediate  judgment  against  the  tenant.^ 

54.  If  the  heir  on  being  vouched  entered  into  the  warranty,  but 
pleaded  that  he  had  no  assets,  and  issue  was  joined  on  that  plea, 
the  widow  did  not,  as  it  seems,  obtain  her  dower  from  the  tenant 
until  the  issue  was  tried  ;^  she  might,  however,  have  immediate 
judgment  against  the  tenant,  but  with  a  ceBset  executio  until  the 
trial  of  the  issue,^  under  which  she  would  be  entitled  to  her  dower 
against  him,  unless  it  was  found  that  the  heir  had  assets,  and  in 
that  case  it  seems  that  another  judgment  would  be  given  for  the 
widow  to  recover  against  the  heir,  and  for  the  tenant  to  hold  in 
peace.^  However,  in  the  case  where  the  heir  denied  having  assets, 
the  widow,  instead  of  leaving  that  question  to  be  decided  between 
the  heir  and  the  tenant,  might  elect  to  take  a  conditional  judgment 
to  recover  her  dower  from  the  heir,  if  he  had  assets  in  the  county, 

1  See  post,  ch.  zxii.,  §{  50-52. 

*  9  Co.  18  b.,  19  a. ;  Co.  Litt.  39  a.,  note  6 ;  Booth,  Real  Act.  170. 

»  22  Vin.  Abr.  T9,  pi.  5,  6 ;  Ibid.  127,  pi.  3 ;  Br.  Voucher,  4 ;  Br.  Dovrer,  2. 

♦  Jenk.  176 ;  22  Vin.  Abr.  127,  pi.  2. 

»  Co.  Litt  39  a.,  note  6;  22  Vin.  Abr.   127,  pi.   1,  7;  Ibid.  139,  pi.  9;   Bro. 
•Dower,  21. 

•  Jenk.  176. 

Y  Goldingham  V.  Saunds,  Winch,  81,  88;  Button,  71;  Cro.  Jac.  688.     See  Kil- 
ligrew'B  case,  Cro.  Eliz.  46. 
>  Button,  72. 
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and  if  not,  from  the  tenant;^  and  the  reason  why  this  election  was 
allowed  to  her  was  said  to  be,  that  it  might  be  for  her  benefit  to 
recover  her  dower  from  the  heir,  rather  than  from  the  alienee,  as  the 
heir  was  bound  to  warrant  to  the  widow  the  land  of  which  she  was 
endowed  by  him,  which,  it  seems,  was  not  the  case  where  she  was 
endowed  by  another.* 

55.  These  rules  applied  only  when  the  heir  was  vouched  imme- 
diately by  the  tenant.  If  the  tenant  vouched  one  who  vouched 
the  heir,  the  judgment  for  dower  was  against  the  tenant  alone.^ 

66.  If  the  sheriff,  after  a  recovery  in  dower,  deliver  seizin  to  the 
demandant  upon  the  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinam^  this  is  in  law 
an  ouster  of  all  termors  in  possession  of  the  land;^  and  therefore  if 
the  title  of  the  termor  is  prior  to  the  title  of  dower,  and  this  appear 
to  the  court,  either  upon  the  plea  of  the  tenant,'  or  the  suggestion 
of  the  termor,  on  prayer  to  be  received  for  his  term,  the  interest  of 
the  termor  will  be  saved  in  giving  judgment.^  This  is  effected  either 
hy  giving  judgment  specially  that  the  demandant  shall  recover 
seizin  of  the  reversion,  upon  which  a  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinam 
is  awarded  to  the  sheriff,  with  a  proviso  qiwd  ten,  ad  termin.  annar. 
ncn  expellaturf  or  by  giving  judgment  generally  with  a  cesset  exe- 
eutio  during  the  term.  The  former  mode  is  adopted  where  there 
is  any  rent  reserved  upon  the  lease  for  years,  in  order  to  enable  the 
dowress,  a«  the  reversioner,  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  rent  f  and 
although  the  rent  reserved  is  but  a  pepper  corn,  it  seems  that  the 
dowress  is  entitled  to  an  immediate  execution.^ 

»  Grey  »•  WiUiams,  Dyer,  202  b. ;  Co.  Litt.  39  a.,  note  6  ;  22  Vin.  Abr.  64,  pi.  4. 

*  9  Co.  18  b. ;  Winch,  88.     See  Park,  Dow.  275 ;  post,  ch.  xxix. 

»  9  Co.  18  b. ;  Co.  Litt.  39  a.,  note  6;  22  Vln.  Abr.  79,  pi.  2,  3  j  1  Roper,  H.  A  W. 
by  Jacob,  435-6. 

^  See  3  Leon.  168.  But  it  is  said  that  he  who  claims  the  lease  for  years  may  re- 
enter into  the  land,  notwithstanding  the  recovery  and  the  execution  of  the  dower  ; 
and  if  he  be  ousted  he  shall  have  his  action.  Foljambe's  case,  Godb.  165.  And  see 
Mitchell  V.  Hyde,  1  Leon.  92 ;  and  therefore  it  was  thought  in  the  former  case,  that 
the  sheriff  should  serve  execution  as  if  there  was  not  any  lease  for  years.  See,  also, 
I  Com.  188,  and  2  Saund.  by  Williams,  7  c,  note. 

»  Ante,  2  37. 

*  See  WUliams  v.  Drew,  3  Leon.  168 ;  Green  v.  Roe,  2  Com.  581  ;  Booth  v,  Lind- 

sey,  2  Raym.  1294. 

V  Wheatley  v.  Best,  Noy,  65 ;  Cro.  Eliz.  564. 

•  iRoU.  678;  Noy,  65;  Anon.  Ow.  32 ;  Winch,  80;  Foljambe's  case,  Godb. 
165  ;  Co.  Litt  32  b. ;  1  Com.  188,  in  Bodmyn  v.  Child.  But  see  Jenk.  p.  73,  pi.  38, 
contra. 

•  See  Pheasant  v.  Pheasant,  3  Ch.  Rep.  69  ;  Tl£an  v.  Tiffin,  2  Freem.  66. 
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67.  If,  however,  there  is  no  rent  payable  in  respect  of  the  ter 
where  lands  are  limited  or  devised  to  one  for  years,  remainder 
[Other  in  fee,  or  upon  a  common  devise  vlth  no  clause  of  reser' 
m,  execution  will  be  stayed  during  the  continuance  of  the  tei 
no  benefit  could  arise  to  the  dowrese  from  her  obtaining  aeizii 


'  Perk.  J  33B  ;  Noj,  65  ;  Bodmyn  v.  Child,  1  Com.  185,  And  SM  Brown  e.  Gil 
ec.  Ch.  3T ;  1  Fr«em.  233 ;  Qodb.  166  ;  Pork,  Dow.  293,  300.  Far  an  kcodd 
aceedingt  in  error  in  Bctioiia  for  dow«r,  bsb  2  Saand  46  &.,  ti  Meg.  notes.  Ai 
B  agsigament  of  dower,  and  proceeding*  ia  conoectioa  tberewitb,  see  poit,  ch 
'B  izi.-xziv. ;  and  M  to  damagea,  post,  ch.  iit. 
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Demand  of  dower. 

1.  In  England  no  demand  is  necessary  to  enable  the  widow  to 
institute  proceedings  for  her  dower,^  and  the  same  rale  prevails  in 
meet  of  the  American  States.'  Generally,  however,  a  demand  is 
made  by  the  widow  before  resorting  to  her  action,  for  unless  this 
be  done,  she  is,  according  to  the  common  law,  upon  the  plea  of 
UnU  temps  prist  by  the  heir,  restricted,  in  the  recovery  of  damages 
to  the  time  when  her  suit  was  commenced.^ 

2.  But  in  some  of  the  States  statutes  have  been  enacted  making 
a  demand  of  dower  an  essential  pre-requisite  to  the  right  to  pro* 
ceed  by  action  for  its  recovery.  The  Massachusetts  statute  of  1641 
appears  to  have  required  this,^  and  later  enactments  have  fully  es- 
tablished the  rule  in  that  State.'^  Nor  can  any  action  be  brought 
until  the  expiration  of  one  month  from  the  time  of  the  demand.^    In 

>  Park,  Dow.  303-305. 

*  Hitchcock  V,  Harrington,  6  John,  295-6 ;  Jackson  v,  Ohnrchill,  7  Cow.  287 ; 
ElHcott  V.  Hosier,  11  Barb.  574;  b.  o.  3  Seld.  201 ;  ConoYer  v.  Wright,  2  Halst 
Ch.  613,  617  ;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  2  Zab.  715. 

s  See  post,  ch.  xzv. 

*  Anc.  Laws  and  Charters  Mass.  Bay,  99.    See  toI.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  (  6. 

ft  SUt.  1783,  ch.  40,  {  1 ;  Stat.  1828,  ch.  137,  {  5 ;  Qen.  Stat.  Mass.  c.  135,  {  2  ; 
Steams,  Real  Act.  301,  313  ;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  2d  ed.,  227,  (  13. 

*  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  697,  {  2. 

(101) 


•-  •  •    • 
102  THft.  LAW  OF  DOWER,  [OH.   VI. 

•       « 

New  Hamp8hire9.^\R(l9de  Island,'  and  Maine,'  the  rule  is  the  same. 
In  Connecticut^  sixty  days  must  elapse  from  the  time  of  the  demand. 
Prior  taihB  adoption  of  the  revised  statutes  of  1852,  a  demand  was 
also  ^ecllssary  in  Indiana/ 


•   «  • 


Where  and  upon  whom  the  demand  should  be  made. 

S.  By  the  Massachusetts  statute  of  1788,  it  was  required  that 
the  demand  should  be  made  of  the  person  who  took  the  next  im- 
mediate estate  of  freehold,  whether  as  heir,  grantee,  abator,  or 
disseizor  of  the  husband,  though  he  might  be  a  different  person  from 
the  tenant  of  the  freehold.^  The  statute  of  1828  provided  that  a 
demand  should  be  made  of  the  person  who  was  tenant  of-  the  free- 
hold;'^ and  as  the  requirement  of  the  former  statute,  of  a  demand  upon 
the  heir  or  person  having  the  next  estate  of  freehold  or  inheritance 
was  not  dispensed  with,  it  seems  that  a  demand  upon  both,  where 
they  happened  to  be  different  persons,  was  rendered  necessary  by 
the  law  last  referred  to.^  The  present  statute  directs  that  the 
demand  shall  be  made  of  the  person  who  is  seized  of  the  freehold.^ 
In  Maine^^  and  New  Hampshire,^^  the  demand  must  be  made  of  the 
person  who  is  seized  of  the  freehold  at  the  time  of  making  the  de- 
mand, if  he  be  in  the  State ;  otherwise  of  the  tenant  in  possession. 
In  Maine,  when  a  corporation  is  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  the 
demand  must  be  made  of  an  officer  thereof,  on  whom  by  law  a  writ 
in  a  civil  action  against  it  may  be  served  ;  and  sixty  days  must  in* 
tervene  between  the  demand  and  the  suit.^' 

4.  It  has  been  held  in  some  of  the  States,  that  a  personal  demand  is 
required  by  these  statutes;  and  that  where  there  is  more  than  one  per- 
son seized  of  the  freehold,  a  personal  demand  must  be  made  on  each 
of  them.  Where  a  widow  wrote  and  signed  a  demand  on  three  tenants 


1  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  {  2. 

>  Roy.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  {  7  ;  Ellis  v.  Bills,  4  R.  I.  110. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Uaine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  19. 

*  SUt.  Conn.  1854,  p.  382,  {  18 ;  Crocker  v.  Fox,  1  Root,  227. 

*  Ind.  Rev.  Laws,  209.    See  McGormick  v.  Taylor,  2  Carter,  338. 

*  Stat  1783,  ch.  40,  {1 ;  Stearns,  Real  Act.  301 ;  Parker  v.  Uarphy,  12  If  ass. 
486.  T  Stat.  1828,  ch.  137,  {  5. 

B  Stearns,  Real  Act  301.  •  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  ch.  135,  }  2. 

i<»  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  2  19  ;  Ford  v,  Erskine,  45  Maine,  484. 
"  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat  1853,  p.  521,  2  2. 
u  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  20. 
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of  the  freehold  to  set  out  her  dower  ia  her  husband's  estate,  and 
a  deputy  sheriff  gave  an  attested  copy  of  the  demand  into  the 
hands  of  one  of  the  tenants,  and  left  an  attested  copy  at  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  each  of  the  others,  it  was  held  that  an  action  could 
not  be  maintained  for  want  of  a  legal  demand.^     But  proof  that  a 
paper  addressed  to  the  tenant,  and  subscribed  by  the  widow,  con- 
taining, in  rightful  form,  a  demand  of  her  dower,  was  seasonably 
left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  tenant,  where  it  was  read  by  some 
of  the  inmates,  taken  in  connection  with  an  admission  by  him  that 
dower  had  been  demanded  of  him,  will  warrant  a  jury  in  finding 
that  the  paper  was  received  and  its  contents  understood  by  him ; 
and  if  the  jury  should  draw  this  inference,  a  sufficient  demand  would 
be  established,  although  not  proved  to  Have  been  made  upon  him 
originally  in  persofL.'    A  demand  upon  two  persons  of  dower  in  land 
held  by  them  in  severalty,  will  not  support  an  action  against  either 
for  dower  in  his  part  of  the  land.     In  such  cases  the  actions  must  be 
distinct,  and  the  demands  should  also  be  several,  requiring  of  each 
to  assign  dower  to  the  widow  in  land  of  which  he  was  tenant  of  the 
freehold.'    A  demand  of  dower  in  land  owned  by  minor  children, 
made  of  them  and  of  their  guardian,  is  sufficient ;  nor  is  it  material 
that  the  guardian  is  not  described  as  such  in  the  notice.^    And  it 
is  not  necessary  that  a  demand  of  dower  should  be  made  upon  the 
land.^    If  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  of  whom  the  demand  is  made, 
afterwards  convey,  no  new  demand  is  necessary,  but  the  widow  may 
at  once  proceed  against  the  tenant  in  possession  when  her  action  is 
commenced.*    In  Rhode  Island,  leaving  the  demand  with  the  tenant 
or  person  in  possession,  or  if  no  one  be  in  possession,  by  putting  it  up 
in  any  conspicuous  place  on  the  premises,  is  a  sufficient  service  of 
demand  upon  all  persons  not  within  the  State  at  the  time.^     By  the 
statute  now  in  force  in  Massachusetts,  a  demand  in  writing,  given 

^  Burbank  v.  Day,  12  Met.  557.    The  coartdid  not  determiDe  what  coarse  should 
be  pursued  where  the  tenant  was  not  within  the  State. 
'  Luce  V.  Stubbs,  35  Maine,  92. 

*  Pond  V.  Johnson,  9  Gray,  193  ;  Steams,  Real  Act.  305.    See  Fosdick  v.  Gooding, 
1  Greenl.  30. 

<  Young  r.  Tarbell,  37  Maine,  509.    In  Indiana  by  the  Act  of  Jan.  28,  1847,  a 
demand  upon  infants  was  unnecessary.    McGormick  v.  Taylor,  2  Carter,  336. 
^  Baker  v.  Baker,  4  Greenl.  66  ;  Luce  v.  Stubbs,  35  Maine,  92. 

*  Barker  v,  Blake,  36  Maine,  433.     See  Parker  v.  Murphy,  12  Mass.  485  ;  Gen. 
Sut.  Mass.  ch.  135,  {  5. 

'*  Bey.  Stat.  B.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  J  8. 
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D  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  or  left  at  hie  laet  and  usnal  place  < 
bode,  is  safficient.' 

Sow  and  by  whom  the  demand  may  be  made. 

5.  A  demand  of  dower  need  not  he  made  by  the  widow  peraoi 
lly  ;*  it  is  eufficient  if  it  be  made  by  attorney,  or  by  some  perso 
eputed  to  act  in  her  behalf.'  And  if  the  widow  claim  the  benef 
f  Buch  demand  by  bringing  her  action  upon  it,  that  is  competei 
roof  of  the  authority  to  make  iC*  So  a  demand  may  he  made  b 
arol,  and  by  one  authorized  to  act  by  parol.'  In  the  English  cat 
hove  referred  to,  the  only  demand  and  refusal  proved  was,  that 
TOther  of  the  tenant  "  astifbd  him  if  he  would  pay  his  mother  h< 
birds,"  to  which  he  answered  "no."  The  authority  to  make  tl 
emand  was  not  controverted,  and  the  demand  was  held  good.*  ] 
lew  Hampshire,'  the  demand  is  required  to  be  in  writing.  So  i 
laine,'  if  the  tenant  be  a  corporation. 

6.  No  great  particularity  is  required  in  the  description  of  tl 
remises  of  which  dower  is  demanded.  It  will  be  sufficient  if 
esignate  them  with  reasonable  certainty.*  Bnt  the  demand  shoul 
ontain  such  a  description  as  will  give  notice  of  what  land  dow< 
i  claimed.     The  description  may  be  in  terms,  or  by  reference  1 

deed  under  which  the  tenant  holds."*  Thus,  where  the  deman 
n  the  tenant  was  of  dower  in  land  purchased  of  the  husband, 
ras  held  sufficient,  because  the  tenant  could  not  but  know  to  whi 
be  demand  referred."  In  another  case,  the  demand  was  of  dowi 
1  land  conveyed  in  common  to  the  husband  of  the  widow  and  1 

1  Oan.  Stat.  Hbm.  p.  697,  |  3. 

*  Ste  Watson  e.  Watson,  10  C.  B.  3  ;  To  Eng.  C.  L.  2  ;  Co.  LUt  32  b. 

■  Oea.  Sut.  Mas».  p.  69T,   j  3. 

*  Stereaa  r.  Reed,  3T  N.  Q.  «9  ;  B&ker  v.  Baker,  4  Qreenl.  66  ;  Luce  d.  Stubt 
i  Uaine,  92,  95. 

'  Baker  i'.  Baker,  4  Oreenl.  6T  ;  Luce  v.  Stabbi,  35  Uftine,  93,   9S  ;  Carlls 
obart,  41  Maine,  230;  Page  t.  Page,  SCuab.  196;  Lothtop  i>.  FoiCer,  51  Maine,  36 
'  WbIbOo  k.  WataOQ,  tupra. 
>  N.  H.  Comp.  Sul.  18^3.  p.  521,  J  2.     See,  also,  Gen.  Slat.  Mass.  p.  697,  {  3. 

■  Rer.  StaL  Maiae,  1857,  p.  607,   {  10. 

*  Oen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  691,  {  3 ;  Ha; nes  c.  Powers,  2  Foster  (N.  H.),  590  ;  Dai 
Walker,  42  N.  H.  483. 

»  Fofd  ».  Erskinfr,  45  Uaine,  484 ;  Baker  e.  Baker,  4  Greenl.  6T  ;  Atwood  o.  A 
oud,22  Pick.  283;  Hajnei  c.  Powers,  3  Foster  (tf.  H.),  590. 
"  Baker  i>.  Baker,  4  Gieenl.  68. 
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the  tenant,  and  as  the  tenant  was  a  party  to  the  conveyance,  and 
coald  not  be  regarded  as  ignorant  of  what  was  thereby  conveyed, 
no  further  description  was  deemed  necessary.^  So  if  the  descrip- 
tion be  erroneous  in  some  particulars,  yet  if  it  be  suflSciently  cer- 
tain to  notify  the  tenant  of  the  land  referred  to,  the  demand,  will 
nevertheless  be  good.'  Where  a  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed 
of  so  mnch  of  a  tract  of  land  as  will  produce  a  yearly  income  equal 
to  one-third  of  the  yearly  income  of  the  tract  at  the  time  when  her 
husband  parted  with  his  title  to  it,  her  demand  of  dower,  if  other- 
wise sufficient,  will  not  be  rendered  invalid  by  a  request  contained 
therein  that  the  tenant  set  out  to  her  so  much  of  the  tract  as  will 
produce  a  yearly  income  equal  to  one-third  the  yearly  income  of 
the  tract  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  her  husband,  as  her  dower 
in  the  same.^  So  where  the  widow  demanded  dower  in  the  whole 
premises,  when  she  was  entitled  to  dower  of  a  part,  only,  it  was 
held  that  she  might  recover  according  to  her  title.^  Nor  is  a 
demand  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  seized  of  part, 
only,  of  the  land  described  in  the  notice  ;'  nor  by  its  requiring  the 
dower  to  be  set  off  in  thirty  days,  as  the  statute  does  not  require 
any  time  to  be  specified  in  the  demand.^  But  reference  to  a  deed 
executed  many  years  before  to  a  third  person,  and  not  recorded,  is 
no  notice  to  the  tenant  of  what  was  conveyed.  Therefore  a  demand 
^^  of  all  lands  of  which  W.  F.,  my  late  husband  was  seized  at  any  time 
during  my  coverture  with  him,  and  of  which  you  are  now  seized  of 
the  freehold,  and  particularly  of  the  land  conveyed  to  J.  T.  by  my 
said  husband,  by  deed  dated  Oct.  19,  1819,"  is  too  vague  and  in- 
definite.^ In  such  a  case,  the  tenant,  to  know  of  what  lands  dower 
is  demanded,  must  first  ascertain  when  the  coverture  commenced 
and  ended,  and  whether  his  title  to  any  lands  of  which  he  is  in 
possession  accrued  between  those  dates.  It  is,  substantially,  a  gen- 
eral demand  of  dower  in  all  lands  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable. 
"  A  demand  of  dower  in  all  lands  whereof  the  husband  was  seized 
during  coverture,*'  says  Wilcox,  J.,  in  Fulton  v.  Fulton,*  "or  of 
all  lands  in  which  she  had  a  right  to  dower,  would  not  probably  be 
sufficient."     So  where  authority  is  given  in  writing  to  demand 

>  Atwood  V.  Atwood,  22  Pick.  283.  *  Ibid. 

s  Dayis  v.  Walker,  42  N.  H.  482. 

*  Hamblin  v.  Bank,  Ac,  19  Maine,  66  ;  Falton  v.  Fulton,  19  N.  H.  168. 

«  Falton  v.  Fulton,  19  N.  H.  168.  •  Stevens  v.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49. 

^  Ford  V.  Brskine,  46  Maine,  484.  ^  Fulton  v,  Fulton,  19  N.  H.  168. 
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dower,  if  the  writing  contain  no  description  of  the  premises,  a 
demand  under  it  will  not  support  an  action.^ 

Action%for  dower. 

7.  In  seyeral  of  the  States,  the  common  law  mode  of  procedure 
by  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet  is  substantially  retained.  The 
Massachusetts  ColonyAct  of  1641,  provided  for  "a  writ  of  dowry/** 
and  by  that  of  1647,  provision  was  made  for  the  assignment  of  dower 
as  at  common  law,  by  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  widow.*  The  statute 
of  1783  contained  a  similar  provision,  and  prescribed  the  form  of 
the  writ.*  By  the  present  statute  of  that  State,  a  writ  of  dower 
unde  nihil  habet  may  still  be  resorted  to.*^ 

8.  The  Virginia  statute  of  1705,  directed  that  dower  should  be 
assigned  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  England.*  The 
same  provision  was  contained  in  the  Act  of  1748.^  An  Act  pa§sed 
in  1786,  recognizes  the  right  of  the  widow  to  proceed  by  the  writ 
of  dower  unde  nihil  habet.^  By  the  present  statute,  dower  may  be 
assigned  as  at  common  law,'  and  ejectment  may  be  brought  for  its 
recovery.*® 

9.  In  Maine,^^  New  Jersey,"  Delaware,"  New  Hampshire,**  and 
Rhode  Island,"  the  widpw  may  proceed  by  action  of  dower. 

10.  In  Pennsylvania,  also,  a  statute  is  in  force  providing  for 
the  recovery  of  dower  by  action."  It  has  been  several  times 
decided,  however,  that  the  widow  can  not  proceed  by  ejectment 
before  her  dower  has  been  assigned.^'  In  one  case  it  was  observed  by 

>  Sloan  V.  Whitman,  5  Cnsh.  532. 

•  Anc.  Laws  and  CLarters  Mass.  Bay,  99.    See  vol  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  6. 

>  2  Mass.  Stat.  App.  969 ;  Sheafe  v.  O'Neil,  9  Mass.  9. 
«  Stat.  1783,  ch.  40,  {  3. 

0  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  134,  {  1 ;  c^-  ^35,  {  1 ;  Stearns,  Real  Act.  301,  302 ;  1 
Washb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.,  p.  228,  {  14. 

•  3  Hen.  Stat.  37i.     See  vol  !.,  ch.  ii.,  {5.  ^  5  Hen.  Stat  448,  {  14. 

>  Acts  of  1785,  ch.  65,  {  2  ;  12  Hen.  Stat.  162. 

•  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {  9.  "  Ibid.  p.  558,  J  2  ;  p.  561,  {  29. 
"  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  §  18.     See  Stat.  1821,  p.  149,  {  1. 

"  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  {  4.     See  Patereon,  p.  343,  {  4. 

"  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  291,  2  10.  See  Laws  Del.  1829,  p.  164,  2  1  j  Layton 
V.  Butler,  4  Harring.  507. 

"  N  H  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  J  1.     See  N.  H.  Laws,  p.  538,  {  1. 

»  Rev.  Stot.  R.  1.  1857,  p.  504,  2  7.     See  Laws  R.  L  1822,  p.  190,  }  6. 

M  Purdon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  p.  39,  J  1. 

17  Pringle  v.  Gaw,  5  S.  &  R.  536 ;  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  S.  k  R.  85  ;  Bratton  v. 
Mitchell,  7  Watts,  113;  Thomas  v,  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60.    See  ante,  ch.  ii.,  J  18. 
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the  court  that  the  action  contemplated  by  the  statute  ^'  is  strictly 
a  real  action,  originating  in,  and  proceeding  upon  the  principles 
and  according  to  the  forms  of  the  common  law."^  But  it  seems 
that  the  widow  can  not  resort  to  the  common  law  courts  for  the  re- 
covery of  dower  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seized,  except 
in  cases  where  the  defendant  claims  adversely  to  her  right,  or  is  not 
amenable  to  the  process  of  the  orphans'  court. 

11.  This  subject  was  considered  in  Galbraith  v.  Green,'  and  it 
was  there  determined  that  the  widow  may  maintain  an  action  of 
dower  against  a  person  in  possession  claiming  by  title  adverse  to 
that  of  the  heirs  of  her  husband.  ^'  The  assignment  of  the  third 
error,"  the  court  said,  '^  has  raised  a  question  of  considerable  im- 
portance, viz.,  whether,  by  the  law  of  Pennsylvania,  a  woman  can 
support  an  action  of  dower  against  a  person  who  is  in  possession  of 
land  supposed  to  belong  to  the  estate  of  her  late  husband,  and 
claiming  by  title  adverse  to  his  heirs.  When  the  husband  has 
aliened  the  land  in  his  lifetime,  the  right  of  the  wife  to  support  an 
action  of  dower,  is  not  questioned.  But  the  counsel  of  the  defend- 
ants have  contended,  that,  whenever  the  land  descended  from  the 
father  to  his  heirs,  our  intestate  laws  take  from  the  wife  her  right 
of  dower  at  the  common  law,  and  give  her  in  lieu  of  it,  either  one- 
third  of  the  land  for  her  life,  or,  in  case  the  estate  will  not  con- 
veniently admit  of  this  partition,  the  interest  for  life,  of  one-third 
of  the  money  at  which  the  whole  real  estate  shall  be  valued,  on  an 
appraisement  to  be  made  by  order  of  the  orphans'  court.  My 
opinion  will  be  confined  to  the  case  before  the  court,  where  the 
husband,  although  he  might  have  died  seized  in  law,  yet  did  not 
die  in  actv^l  possesion  of  the  land  in  which  dower  is  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs.  I  do  not  see  how  the  orphans'  court,  who  are  au- 
thorized to  make  partition  between  the  widow  and  children  of  the 
estate,  could  well  proceed  to  a  partition  of  land  out  of  possession.*' 

12.  In  a  subsequent  case,  in  which  a  testator  had  directed  that 
the  residue  of  his  estate,  except  a  house  devised  to  his  wife  in  addi- 
tion to  her  dower,  should  descend  in  the  manner  provided  by  law 
when  no  will  is  made,  it  was  held  that  the  widow  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  of  dower.  The  ground  upon  which  the  court  pro- 
ceeded, was,  that  if  the  property  passed  by  descent,  the  will  being 

>  JoDO.)  V,  Patterson,  12  Pa.  8t.  (2  Jones),  149, 154.    See,  also,  Seaton  v.  Jamison, 
7  Watta,  533. 
*  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  S.  k  R.  85,  93. 
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incfperatiye,  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  was  vested  in  the  orphans' 
court,  the  decedent  having  died  seized  and  po9%e%%ed;  if  it  passed 
under  the  will,  the  widow  was  a  purchaser,  and  ejectment  was  the 
proper  remedy.^  "In  Galhraith  v.  Green/'*  the  court  remarked, 
"it  is  ruled  that  an  action  of  dower  may  be  maintained  in  Penn- 
sylvania, and  that  in  lands  held  by  a  person  claiming  by  title 
adverse  to  the  heirs.  But  that  case  is  decided  on  its  special  circum- 
stances, and  in  no  sense  militates  against  the  general  principle 
which  assigns  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  the  orphans'  court.  The 
decision  is  put  on  the  ground,  that  although  the  husband  may  have 
died  seized  in  law,  yet  he  did  not  die  in  actual  possession  of  the 
land  in  which  the  dower  is  claimed.  In  such  a  case,  the  action  of 
dower  lies ;  for  otherwise  the  widow  is  without  remedy,  inasmuch 
as  the  orphans'  court  have  no  authority  to  make  partition  between 
the  widow  and  children  of  the  intestate,  unless  the  intestate  die 
possessed,  as  well  as  seized  of  the  estate.  She  can  not  sustain  an 
ejectment,  nor  can  she  compel  the  heirs  to  bring  an  action,  so  as 
to  vest  jurisdiction  in  the  orphans'  court.  From  necessity,  there- 
fore, the  common  law  courts  have  jurisdiction.  The  exception 
proves  the  rule.  Indeed,  no  case  of  intestacy  is  recollected,  (except 
where  the  husband  dies  out  of  possession  of  the  premises),  where  an 
action  of  dower  can  be  sustained.  When  the  widow  has  a  complete 
and  adequate  remedy  by  statute,  she  is  not  permitted  to  resort  to 
the  common  law  remedy,  and  thereby  disturb  the  harmony  of  the 
system  prescribed  by  legislative  enactment." 

13.  But  according  to  recent  decisions,  the  orphans'  court  have 
no  power  td  assign  to  a  widow  common  law  dower^  in  any  case, 
exclusive  jurisdiction  thereof  being  vested  in  the  common  law  courts.^ 
And  it  is  held  that  a  widow  may  claim  her  %tatutory  dower^  by  the 
common  law  action  when  the  land  is  in  the  adverse  possession  of 
one  denying  her  right,^  or  where  it  is  in  the  possession  of  the  devisee 
of  her  husband,  and  she  has  elected  not  to  take  under  the  will.^  It 


^  Thomas  f .  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60.  >  Galbraith  t>.  Green,  supra. 

'  See  vol  i.,  ch.  xx.,  J  20. 

«  Bradfords  v.  Kents,  43  Pa.  St.  4Y4;  Shaffer  v.  Shaffer,  60  Pa.  St.  (14  Wright), 
394. 

&  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xz.,  {J  18-20. 

<  Evans  v.  Evans,  29  Pa.  St.  (5  Casey),  277. 

f  Bradfords  v.  Rents,  43  Pa.  St.  474 ;  Shaffer  v.  Shaffer,  50  Pa.  St.  (14  Wright), 
394. 
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is  settled,  also,  that  the  widow  of  an  intestate  tenant  in  common 
may  maintain  a  writ  of  dower,  as  at  common  law,  for  her  third  of 
her  hnsband's  proportion  of  the  land.^  So  the  common  law  conrts 
have  jurisdiction  in  dower  by  the  widow  of  a  tenant  in  common  who 
died  seised  of  a  fee  simple  in  one  parcel  of  the  land,  and  of  a  fee 
simple  determinable  by  executory  devise  in  another  parcel.^ 

14.  In  Kentucky,  in  1796,  that  portion  of  the  Virginia  statutes' 
was  re-enacted  which  directs  the  widow  to  be  endowed  in  the  man- 
ner provided  by  the  laws  of  England.^  In  the  case  of  Waters  v. 
Gooch,^  it  was  held,  that  the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  HcAet, 
although  an  unusual,  was  nevertheless  an  appropriate  remedy  for 
obtaining  dower  in  that  State.  ''As  no  statute  of  Kentucky,  or 
of  Virginia,  prior  to  the  separation,"  the  court  said,  ''has  prescribed 
the  mode  of  procedure  throughout,  and  as  the  bill  in  equity  had,  in 
the  practice  of  both  States,  superseded  the  real  action  of  the  com- 
mon law  in  cases  in  dower,  we  have  to  decide  now  for  the  first  time, 
and  without  the  aid  of  any  direct  authority,  how  far  the  ancient 
British  forms  in  such  cases  shall  prevail,  and  what  is  the  proper 
mode  of  proceeding  in  the  courts  of  this  State.  ...  A  statute  of 
Virginia,  (1748,)  re-enacted  in  this  State  in  1796,^  declares  that 
'process  in  all  real  actions  shall  be  the  same,  and  have  the  same 
effect  as  in  England,  except  that  the  returns  shall  be  according  to 
the  laws  of  this  Commonwealth;*  and  also  allows  one  imparlance, 
and  abolishes  'views,'  essoins,  and  'vouchers.'  An  act  of  1798,^ 
reformed  the  method  of  proceeding  in  writs  of  right ;  but  the  mode 
of  proceeding  in  writs  of  dower  has  never  been  specially  regulated 
by  any  statute.  We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  statute  of 
1810,^  and  that  of  1811,*  for  regulating  civil  proceedings  in  all 
suits  at  common  law,  must  be  understood  as  applying  to  writs  for 
dower,  not  only  as  to  the  service,  and  return  of  process,  but  also  as 
to  pleadings  and  trial.  "^® 

15.  By  the  South  Carolina  Act  of  1786,^^  a  widow  entitled  to 
dower  was  authorized  to  apply  by  petition  to  the  judges  of  the  court 

^  Brown  v,  Adanu,  2  Whart.  18S  ;  Evans  v.  Evans,  9  Barr,  190 ;  s.  o.  Phil.  Rep. 
113. 

*  Evans  v.  Evans,  9  Barr,  190;  s.  o.  Phil.  Rep.  113. 

>  Ante,  {8.  M  Stat.  Kj.,  p.  444,  {  8. 

*  Waters  v.  Ooocb,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586,  (1831). 

*  1  Dig.  66.  »  Ibid.  «  1  Dig.  268.  •  I  Dig.  262. 

^  See,  also,  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345 ;  Yancj  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Kj.)  408. 
"  P.  L.  408-9  ;  1  Brev.  Dig.  270,  J  7?  4  S.  C.  Stat  743. 
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of  common  pleas,  setting  forth  fully  and  particularly  her  right  or 
claim  thereto,  and  praying  a  writ  of  admeasurement  thereof;  and 
it  was  provided,  that  immediately  thereupon  one  of  the  judges  of 
said  court  should  cause  a  summons  to  be  issued,  directed  to  the 
proper  parties,  requiring  them  to  appear  and  show  cause  why  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  should  not  be  granted.  By  the  statute  of 
1799,^  it  was  rendered  unnecessary  to  petition  for  a  summons  in 
dower,  and  the  same  was  declared  to  be  demandable  of  common 
right.  Under  these  statutes,  the  defendant  must  show  cause  at  the 
return  of  the  rule,  why  the  writ  should  not  issue ;  otherwise  the 
return  of  the  commissioners  will  be  conclusive  between  the  parties.' 
And  if  he  appear  and  plead  matters  in  bar  which  are  triAble  by  s 
jury,  the  demandant  must  file  her  declaration,  and  an  issue  be  made 
up.* 

16.  The  New  York  statute  of  1787,  recognized  the  right  of  the 
widow  to  proceed  by  the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habety  and  this 
provision  was  carried  into  subsequent  enactments  ;^  but  this  mode 
of  procedure  has  since  been  abolished,  and  the  action  of  ejectment 
substituted  in  its  stead.^  The  legislation  making  this  change  affects 
only  the  forms  or  mode  of  proceeding,  and  does  not  alter  or  modify 
the  right  or  interest  of  the  widow  in  the  land.^  The  action  may  be 
brought  after  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  time  when  the 
right  accrued.^ 

17.  Provision  is  also  made  for  the  recovery  of  dower  by  the  action 
of  ejectment,  in  Michigan,^  Illinois,'  and  Yirginia.^^  In  Mississippi, 

1  2  Faast,  315  ;  1  Brer.  Dig.  271,  J  11 ;  7  Stat.  S.  C.  294. 

s  Tongue  v.  Gist,  1  N.  &  M.  110. 

s  Righton  v.  Rigbton,  1  Rep.  Con.  Court,  130. 

*  1  Laws  N.  Y.  (1813,)  p.  57,  {  3. 

^  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  303,  343,  {  24.  Proceedings  for  the  admeasurement  and 
recoTery  of  dower  may  also  be  had  under  the  code.  See  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  2 
Sandf.  S.  C.  711 ;  Grarjr,  Special  Proceedings,  10  ;  Code  of  Procedure,  {{  307,  455. 

*  Yates  ?>.  Paddock,  10  Wend.  528.  Before  the  remedy  was  changed  by  the  re- 
vised statutes  to  recover  dower  uneusigned,  the  action  of  ejectment  would  lie  to  r»> 
cover  possession  after  admeasurement.  Jackson  v.  Hixon,  17  John.  123;  Jackson  v. 
Randall,  5  Cow.  168;  Borst  v.  Griffin,  9  Wend.  307,  310. 

'  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  303,  \  2. 

8  2  Comp.  Stat.  Mich.  1857,  ch.  134.  The  writ  of  dower  is  abolished.  Ibid.  p. 
1267. 

*  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  214,  {  2 ;  p.  153,  {  18.  See,  also,  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  ch. 
141. 

10  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  558,  {  2. 
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a  summary  method  is  adopted  for  the  assignment  of  dower,^  and  it 
is  held  that  the  common  law  mode  of  proceeding  is  abolished.'  But 
after  dower  has  been  set.  out  in  lands  in  the  adverse  possession  of 
another,  ejectment  may  be  brought  by  the  widow  for  the  part 
assigned  to  her.' 

18.  The  various  statutes  relative  to  proceedings  for  the  recovery 
of  dower  in  Iowa,  were  considered  in  the  case  of  O'Ferrall  v.  Simp- 
lot.*  "The  Act  of  December  29,  1838,'*  the  court  observed  in  that 
case,  "relating  to  the  action  of  right,  iu  section  one,  declares  that 
to  be  the  proper  remedy  for  recovering  any  interest  in  land ;  section 
fifty-six  expressly  recognizes  it  as  the  appropriate  action  for  the 
recovery  of  dower ;  and  section  twenty-one  gives  damages  by  way 
of  the  use,  occupation  and  profits  accruing  within  six  years  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  action.     This  act  continued  the  law  until 
the  adoption  of  the  code.*    That  of  February  16,  1843,  was  but  an 
amendment  of  it  f  and  that  relating  to  the  action  of  ejectment,  does 
not  interfere  with  it,  at  least  in  this  respect.^     Chapter  116  of  the 
code  relates  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  property,^  and  the 
enactments  of  that  chapter  apply  to  '  any  person  having  a  valid, 
subsisting  interest  in  real  property,  and  a  right  to  the  possession 
thereof.'     Section  2027  in  the  same  chapter,  recognizes  it  as  the 
proceeding  to  recover  an  interest  in  dower,^  and  section  2008  gives 
damages,  under  the  name  of  the  use  and  occupation  for  six  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action. ^^    It  is  immaterial,  then, 
under  which  of  these  statutes  the  widow  may  claim."^^ 

19.  In  Missouri,  the  remedy  is  by  petition  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  county  where  the  lands  are  situate  ;  if  the  lands  are  .divided 

1  See  post,  cb.  viii.,  JJ  41-45.  >  Gaillaret  v.  Bernard,  7  S.  &  M.  316. 

s  James  v.  Rowan,  6  8.  &  M.  393;  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  S.  &  M.  164  ;  Pickens 
o.  WUson,  13  S.  &  M.  691 ;  Farmers  &  Mech.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  5  S.  &  M.  112  ;  Hollo- 
man  V.  Holloman,  Ibid.  559.     See  post,  ch.  viii.,  J  23. 

*  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381.  *  Stot.  1843.  p.  527. 

.  «  Stat.  1843,  p.  257.  '^  Stat.  1843,  p.  259. 

>  See  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  ch.  144. 

'  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  dower  before  admeasarement,  the  plaintiff  mast 
show,  in  addition  to  evidence  of  right,  that  the  defendant  either  denied  the  right,  or 
did  some  act  amounting  to  snch  denial.     Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  {  3605. 

M>  Ibid.  {  3576. 

u  By  the  act  of  April  8,  1862,  the  common  law  right  of  dower  is  abolished,  and 
the  widow  is  entitled  to  one-third  in  fee  of  the  land  in  which  the  husband  had  a 
legal  or  equitable  interest  daring  the  marriage,  which  has  not  been  sold  on  execn- 
tton  or  other  judicial  sale.    Laws  of  Iowa,  1862,  pp.  173-5.  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  36. 
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hj  a  county  line,  the  action  may  be  commenced  in  either  county.' 
When  the  lands  lie  in  several  counties,  and  are  not  severally  held 
by  different  devisees  or  purchasers,  the  petition  is  to  be  preferred 
in  the  county  in  which  the  principal  messuage  is  situate ;  if  there 
be  no  messuage,  then  in  any  county  in  which  any  of  the  lands  lie.' 
If  the  defendant  appear  and  plead,  the  cause  is  to  proceed  according 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law.'  Where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants, some  of  whom  are  summoned  or  appear,  and  others  do  not, 
the  demandant  may  proceed  against  those  summoned  or  appearing, 
without  regard  to  the  others,  or  may  continue  the  cause  for  service.^ 
The  Kansas  statute  provides  for  substantially  the  same  mode  of 
procedure.* 

20.  In  the  North  Carolina  case  of  McMillan  v.  Turner,^  the  court 
say :  ^'  In  Spencer  v.  Weston,^  a  question  is  made,  but  not  decided, 
whether,  in  this  State,  dower  is  not  necessarily  assignable  at  law 
by  petition  only.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  remedy  by  petition, 
as  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  1783,^  is  a  substitute  for  the  action  of 
dower  at  the  common  law.'*  In  a  Tennessee  case  it  was  held,  under 
the  same  statute,  that  if  the  right  to  dower  is  disputed,  a  jury 
must  be  empannelled  to  try  it.^  By  the  present  statute  of  Tennes- 
see, county  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  circuit  and 
chancery  courts  of  applications  for  dower.*  In  Ohio,  a  statute  has 
been  in  force  for  many  years  directing  that  the  remedy  for  the 
recovery  of  dower  shall  be  by  petition  in  chancery;'^  but  by  an 
amendatory  Act  recently  adqpted,  the  widow  is  authorized  to  pro- 
ceed as  in  civil  actions  under  the  code." 

Against  wham  the  action  should  be  brought. 

21.  In  the  States  where  the  writ  of  dower  is  retained,  the  action 
must  be  brought  against  the  person  who  is  tenant  of  the  freehold 


1  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  674,  j  28.  >  Ibid.  {  29. 

s  Ibid.  p.  675,  {  30.  *  Conip.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  JJ  8,  18,  19. 

^  McMillan  v.  Turner,  7  Jones,  L.  435. 
<  Spencer  v.  Weston,  1  Dey.  &  Bat.  213. 

^  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  ch.  118,  {  2.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  15,  and  post,  eh.  viii, 
22  54-59? 
s  Thompson  v.  Stacj,  10  Yerg.  493. 
•  Code  Tenn.  1858,  2  2407.     See  post,  ch.  viii.,  22  63-66. 
10  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  by  Swan  &  Critchf.,  p.  520,  2  9* 
u  Act  of  March  9,  1866  ;  63  Ohio  Laws,  p.  33. 
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at  the  time  of  commencing  the  action,  even  though  he  hold  by 
wrong,  as  a  disseizor,  abator,  or  intruder.^  The  writ  can  not  be 
maintained  against  a  tenant  for  years,  only.^  And  a  tenant  for 
years  to  whom  notice  is  given  on  a  writ  of  dower  against  several 
defendants,  is  not  to  be  considered  a  defendant.'  But  in  Rhode 
Island,  under  the  statute  of  that  State,  a  writ  of  dower  may  be 
maintained  against  a  tenant  for  years  in  possession.^  Where  a 
person  occupies  and  improves  real  estate  which  is  manifestly  bene- 
ficial, and  a  lease  for  life  to  such  occupant,  for  a  nominal  rent,  from 
the  owner,  is  found  upon  the  records  of  the  county,  in  the  absence  of 
other  testimony,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  occupant  holds  under 
the  lease.^  And  where  such  lessee  is  a  married  woman,  a  widow 
entitled  to  dower  in  the  premises  may  enforce  her  claim  against  both 
husband  and  wife.^  A  vendor  by  articles,  before  deed  made  to  his 
▼endee,  and  while  any  portion  of  the  consideration  remains  due, 
has  such  a  legal  seizin  in  the  land  as  constitutes  him  tenant  of  the 
freehold,  and  he  is  not  only  a  proper,  but  a  necessary  party  to  the 
action.^  The  widow  of  a  tenant  in  common  whos&  interest  was  con- 
veyed in  his  lifetime,  without  release  of  dower,  to  his  co-tenant, 
may  maintain  a  writ  of  dower  against  the  latter,  and  have  her 
dower  set  out  to  her  by  metes  and  bounds.^  But  tenants  in  severalty 
of  distinct  parcels  can  not  be  joined  in  a  writ  of  dower,  even  though 
the  husband  during  coverture  was  seized  of  the  several  tracts ;  in 
such  case  a  separate  action  should  be  instituted  against  each  tenant 
for  dower  in  the  parcel  held  by  him.'  But  several  parcels  in  pos- 
session of  the  same  tenant,  and  in  the  same  town,  maybe  included 
in  one  suit  at  law.^^ 

1  I  Washb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.,  p.  229,  {  14  ;  Hurd  v.  Grant,  3  Wend.  340,-  Norwood  v. 
Marrow,  4  Vev.  k  Bdt.  L.  442 ;  Miller  v.  Beverly,  1  Hen.  k  Man.  368 ;  Otis  v.  War- 
ren, 16  Mass.  53;  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  S.  k  R.  85,  94;  Seaton  v.  Jamison,  7 
Watts,  533,  537 ;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  697,  {  1 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  J  23. 
See  ante,  ch.  v.,  {  3. 

s  MiUer  r.  Beverly,  1  Hen.  k  M.  368;  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  S.  &  R  85,  94. 

*  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  S.  k  R.  85. 

«  Rer.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  i  7 ;  Ellis  v,  Ellis,  4  R.  I.  110. 

»  Libbej  r.  Staples,  39  Maine,  166.  <  Ibid. 

V  Jones  V.  Patterson,  12  Pa.  St.  149.  The  court  were  in  donbt  whether  the  vendee 
In  Bocb  a  case  may  be  summoned  conjointly  with  the  legal  tenant.  See,  also, 
Kennedy  v.  McAliley,  9  Rich.  L.  395. 

*  Blossom  r.  Blossom,  9  Allen,  254. 

*  Fosdick  V.  Gooding,  I  Greenl.  30.  See  Allen  o.  McCoy,  8  Ohio,  part  2,  pp.  418, 
463 ;  Barney  v.  Frowner,9  Ala.  901.  ^^  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345. 

VOL.  II.  8 
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22.  The  South  Carolina  statnte  requires  that  the  summons  in 
'dower  shall  be  directed,  1,  to  the  heir  at  law,  (if  of  full  age);  2,  if 
under  age,  to  his  or  her  guardian ;  3,  if  there  be  no  guardian,  to 
the  executor  or  administrator  of  tho  deceased ;  or  4,  to  any  person  or 
persons  who  may  be  in  possession.^  Under  this  statute,  a  summons 
lies  against  any  one  in  possession  of  the  land,  whether  the  title  is 
in  himself  or  in  another.'  And  it  lies  as  well  against  the  tenant 
for  life,  or  in  fee,  as  against  the  person  in  possession.^  And  a  plea 
that  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  the  defendant  had 
<< bargained  and  sold"  the  land,  and  that  the  purchaser  was  put 
in  possession  and  continued  to  occupy  the  premises,  is  no  bar  to 
the  action ;  such  an  allegation  does  not  import  a  conveyance  by 
deed,  but  is  an  averment  merely  of  a  contract  of  sale.  ^ 

23.  In  Missouri^  and  Kansas^  the  action  may  be  brought  against 
any  person  claiming  an  interest  in  the  lands,  or  who  is  in  posses- 
sion, or  who  has  deforced  the  widow  of  her  dower.  Any  one  claim- 
ing title  may  be  made  a  defendant,  if  he  shall  appear  and  apply 
for  that  purpose.^  But  where  a  widow  is  in  possession  of  real  es- 
tate, and  afterwards  rents  it,  she  can  not  have  dower  assigned  against 
the  tenant,  but  must  pursue  her  remedy  against  him  as  her  tenant.^ 

24.  In  New  York,  as  the  statute  regulating  proceedings  by  eject- 
ment abolishes  the  use  of  fictitious  names,*  the  action  is  to  be  com- 
menced against  the  actual  occupant  of  the  premises,  whether 
tenant  of  the  freehold  or  not,  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  and 
who  is  to  be  named  as  defendant.  If  the  premises  are  not  occu- 
pied, the  action  should  be  brought  against  some  person  exercising 
acts  of  ownership  on  them,  or  claiming  title  thereto,  or  some 
interest  therein  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.*®  In  Shaver  v. 
M*Graw,"  Sutherland,  J.,  doubted  whether  the  principle  of  the 
action  of  dower  does  not  control  the  action  in  its  present  form  ; 
and  whether,  therefore,  the  action  of  ejectment  in  such  a  case  will 
lie  against  any  other  person  than  the  tenant  of  the  freehold ;  but  in 


»  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  270,  J  7.  »  Plantt  v.  Payne,  2  Bailey,  319. 

s  Kennedy  v.  McAliley,  9  Rich.  L.  395.        *  Ibid. 

6  1  Rev.  Stat.  Miaso.  1855,  p.  674,  {  28. 

•  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  i  18. 

f  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  675,  {  30 ;  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  19. 

8  Collier  v.  Wheldon,  1  Misso.  1.  •  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  SUt.  p.  304,  j  6. 

w  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  304,  {  4.  "  Shaver  c.  M»Graw,  12  Wend.  558. 
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Sherwood  v.  Yandenborgh/  it  was  held  that  the  action  may  be 
maintained  against  the  actual  occupant,  although  he  is  not 
the  owner  or  tenant  of  the  freehold.  This  doctrine  was  afterwards 
affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of  Ellicott  v.  Mosier.^ 
"  It  may  be  doubted,"  said  Ruggles,  Ch.  J.,  "  whether  it  entered 
into  the  minds  of  the  revisers  or  of  the  legislature,  in  framing  the 
4th  and  13th  sections  of  the  statute,  that  they  were  authorizing 
a  recovery  in  dower  against  a  temporary  occupant  who  had  no 
authority  to  assent  to  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  to  set  apart  her 
dower;  but  such  is  the  effect  of  the  language  used,  and  the  statute 
must  be  obeyed.  It  clearly  contemplates  the  bringing  of  the  eject- 
ment for  dower  as  well  before  any  admeasurement  as  after,  and  the 
authority  to  bring  the  action  is  not  limited  to  cases  in  which  the 
premises  are  occupied  by  the  owner  of  the  fee  simple  or  freehold." 
But  if  the  action  be  not  brought  against  the  owner  of  the  land, 
neither  the  judgment  in  ejectment  nor  the  admeasurement  binds 
him.  And  if  the  widow  choose  to  proceed  by  ejectment  against 
the  occupant  of  the  land,  instead  of  applying  in  the  first  instance 
to  have  her  dower  admeasured,  the  latter  has  no  reason  to  complain. 
It  is  of  no  consequence  to  him  whether  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  is 
bound  or  not.  The  inconvenience  or  disadvantage  of  proceeding 
against  the  temporary  occupant,  falls  chiefly  on  the  widow  herself, 
whose  judgment  at  most  binds  only  the  tenant  for  years.^  It  is 
obvious,  therefore,  that  when  the  occupant  has  only  a  temporary  right 
of  possession,  it  would  be  more  advisable  for  the  widow  to  have  her 
dower  admeasured  under  the  statute,^  before  she  brings  ejectment. 
The  tenant  of  the  freehold  is  a  proper  and  necessary  party  in  that 
case  ;  and  he  may  afterwards  be  made  a  party  to  the  ejectment.' 

25.  In  Illinois,®  and  Michigan,^  the  provisions  of  the  New  York 
statute  upon  this  subject  have  been  substantially  re-enacted.     In 


1  Sherwood  v.  Yandenbargb,  2  Hill,  303. 

s  Ellicott  V.  Hosier,  3  Seld.  201  ]  s.  o.  11  Barb.  574.  It  was  decided  in  this  case 
that  where  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  a  block  of  lots  in  a  city,  the  action 
may  be  maintained  against  the  occupant  of  a  single  floor  of  a  store  erected  upon 
one  of  them,  who  has  hired  it  of  the  owner  for  a  single  year. 

>  BUicoU  V.  Hosier,  3  Seld.  201,  per  Ruggles,  Ch.  J. 

«  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  488.    See  post,  ch.  yiii.,  H  2-11. 

»  2  Rer.  Stat.  341-2  :  3  Rev.  Stat.  2d  ed.,  717,  Revisers'  note ;  Ellicott  ».  Hosier, 
3  Seld.  201,  208,  per  Ruggles,  Ch.  J. 

•  1  SUt  111.  1808,  p.  214,  2  4  ;  p.  153,  {  18. 

'  2  Comp.  Laws  Hich.  p.  1230,  {{2,4. 
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the   last-named    State,  all  persons   claiming  title  adverse  to  ' 
plaintiff,  maj  be  made  defendants.* 

Averments  of  the  declaration. 

26.  The  form  of  the  count,  in  the  States  where  the  m-it  of  doi 
tinde  nihil  hahet  may  be  resorted  to,  is  very  nearly  the  same  aa 
common  law.'  It  ia  not  necessary  to  describe  the  lands  by  me 
and  bounds,  if  they  are  sufficiently  distinguished  and  known  by  s 
particular  name,  or  other  description. °  But  the  description  m 
be  so  certain  that  seizin  may  be  delivered  by  the  sheriff  with 
reference  to  any  description  (ffAors  the  writ;  and  a  defect  therein  < 
not  be  cured  by  a  reference  to  a  deed  on  record.'  It  is  error 
allow  a  recovery  of  dower  of  one-half  of  the  land,  when  the  claim 
record  is  for  one-third,  only.* 

27.  The  declaration  must  allege  a  seizin  of  the  husband  of 
estate  of  which,  by  law,  liis  widow  is  dowable,  or  it  will  be  iosi 
cient.*  Thus,  where  it  was  averred  that  the  husband  "was  aei 
during  the  coverture,"  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  show  a  sei 
in  fee,   nor  of  any  estate  of  which  the  widow  was  dowable.' 

'  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  1230,  J  4. 

'  SlenrDB,  Real  Act.  302.  The  tolloniag'  rorm  hag  beeo  adopted  ia  Maasachast 
Sammon  A.  to  answer  unto  H.  S.  who  was  the  wife  or  J.  S.  late  of,  Ac.  decpuo 
a  pl«a  of  dower,  wberein  she  demaodB  aitaineC  the  aaid  A.  the  tbird  part,  of 
ineuuage,  [or,  oftixly  aeret  ojland,  Ac.,]  with  tbe  appurtenances,  in  C.  bounded, 
as  thedowerof  the  said  U.of  tbo  endowmenl  of  the  laid  J.  8.,  her  eiid  ba»bi 
whereof  she  hath  DOthing.  Wberenpon  the  said  M,  comptainB  aod  sayi  that 
laid  J.  S.,  her  eaid  husband,  daring  the  coverture  of  the  said  H.  nith  the  said  J 
wiu  seized  of  the  meBsuage  aforeeaid,  [or,  of  the  laid  lixty  aera  of  iand,]  with 
appnrteaaaces,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  ;  and  that  since  tbe  decease  of  tbe  said  J 
her  said  husband,  and  more  than  one  month  before  tbe  suing  foKb  of  this  wri 
wit,  on  the  tenth  da;  of,  &c.,  she  tbe  said  M.  demanded  of  the  said  A.  then,  and ' 
since,  tenant  in  possession,  and  having  the  immediate  estate  of  freehold  in  tbe 
messuage,  [or,  iht  laiJ  lixiy  etrtt  of  land.']  to  nssign  and  set  out  tober,  the  said  H. 
rmtonabU  dower  therein,  which  the  said  A.  hath  refused  (o  do,  and  still  deforcetb 
said  U.  thereof.     Stearns,  Real  Act.  App.  No.  16.     See  ante,  ch.  v.,  {  13,  note. 

On  writs  of  dower  in  Kentucky,  a  count  is  necessary,  whether  tbe  defendaiit 
peai,  or  not  Wnten  v.  Goocb,  6  J.  J.  ilarsb.  &86.  See  Tajlor  v.  Brodrick,  1  D. 
345. 

■  Stearns,  Real  Act.  302  ;  Ajer  i:  Spring,  10  Mass.  83. 
'  Atwood  V.  Atwood,  22  Pick.  283. 

»  Evans  o.  Evans,  28  Pa.  St.  {5  Casej),  2TJ. 

■  Freeman  t>.  Freeman,  39  Ue.  426 ;  Waters  v.  Goocb,  6  J.  J.  Harsh.  bB6. 
'  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  39  Maine,  426. 
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where  the  allegation  was,  that  the  husband  had  ^^  purchased"  the 
land  of  which  dower  was  claimed,  this  was  declared  not  equivalent 
to  an  averment  that  he  had  acquired  a  freehold  interest ;  because 
he  might  have  ^^  purchased"  an  estate  for  years,  of  which  his  wife 
could  not  be  endowed.^  So  the  count  must  aver  in  substance,  that 
the  wife  was  the  wife  of  the  person  of  whose  estate  she  claims 
dower.'  In  an  action  for  dower  against  a  purchaser  from  the  hus- 
band, the  petition  set  forth,  that  the  husband  was  the  owner  of, 
and  held  title  to  the  land  in  July,  1855,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  his  wife  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  1858 ;  but  it  did  not  aver 
that  she  was  his  wife  in  1855,  when  the  purchase  was  made  by  the 
defendant,  nor  that  the  husband  had  right  or  title  during  the  cover- 
ture. It  was  held  that  the  petition  was  insufficient.^  But  if  the 
demandant  do  not  directly  allege  that  her  husband  was  seized  of 
the  premises  during  the  coverture,  but  does  aver  that  she  was  by 
law  dowable  as  of  the  endowment  of  her  late  husband,  the  defect 
will  be  cured  by  a  verdict  in  her  favor.* 

28.  In  Missouri,  it  is  held  that  a  petition  for  the  assignment  of 
dower,  alleging  that  the  husband  died  seized  of  the  land,  and  that 
his  estate  was  an  estate  of  inheritance,  sufficiently  describes  the 
character  of  the  husband's  title,  as  a  freehold  of  inheritance.^  And 
in  North  Carolina,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  widow  to  aver  that  her  hus- 
band died  seized  of  the  lands.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the 
heirs  entered  as  heirs,  or  to  set  forth  deeds  executed  to  them  by 
her  husband  in  his  lifetime,  and  allege  that  they  were  fraudulent  as 
to  her.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  if  made  by  the  pleadings, 
whether  he  died  seized  or  not,  the  question  of  fraud  will  arise.^ 

29.  In  the  States  in  which  a  demand  is  necessary  to  entitle  the 
widow  to  bring  her  action,^  the  declaration  must  show  that  this 
requirement  has  been  complied  with.^  In  Maine,  it  must  allege 
that  the  demand  was  of  the  person  then  seized  of  the  freehold,  if 
within  the  State;  otherwise  of  the  tenant^n  possession.* 

1  Waters  v.  Goocb,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 

<  Ibid. ;  YaQcy  v.  Smith,  2  Met   (YLj.)  408. 

s  Taney  r.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  408.  «  Elliot  v.  Stuart,  15  Maine,  160. 

ft  Lecompte  v.  Wash,  9  Misso.  451.    See  Collier  v.  Wheldon,  1  Misso.  1. 

*  McGee  v,  McQee,  4  Ired.  L.  105.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xziz.,  {J  23-25. 
'  Ante,  2  2. 

*  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  39  Maine,  426.    See  McCormick  v.  Taylor,  2  Carter  (Ind.), 
336 ;  Steams,  Real  Act,  2d  ed.  429,  note. 

*  Freeman  o.  Freeman,  39  Maine,  426. 
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80.  In  New  York,  the  declaration  in  ejectment  should  contain 
but  one  count,^  and  it  should  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed 
of  one  undivided  third  part  of  the  premises,  as  her  reasonable  dower 
of  her  husband  ;  and  of  which  the  defendant  dispossessed  ler.' 
The  premises  in  which  dower  is  claimed  must  be  described  with 
convenient  certainty,  designating  the  number  of  the  lot,  or  town- 
ship, if  any,  in  which  they  are  situated ;  if  none,  stating  the  names 
of  the  last  occupants  of  lands  adjoining  the  same,  if  any  ;  if  there 
be  none,  stating  the  natural  boundaries,  if  any  ;  and  if  none,  des- 
cribing the  premises  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  in  some  other  way, 
so  that  from  the  description,  possession  of  the  premises  claimed, 
may  be  delivered.*  A  declaration  claiming  the  one  undivided  third 
part  of  all  that  part  of  a  certain  lot  in  a  certain  township,  of  which 
the  defendant  is  in  possession  under  a  purchase  at  a  sheriff's  sale 
on  execution  against  A.  B.,  is  sufficiently  definite  ;  and  a  further 
designation  of  the  premises  by  reference  to  a  record  of  partition  in 
a  public  office,  does  not  hurt  the  declaration.^  Nor  is  it  any 
objection  to  a  recovery  in  ejectment,  that  the  right  of  the  widow,  as 
proved  on  the  trial,  varies  from  that  set  up  in  the  declaration  ;  as 
where  it  is  shown  to  be  subject  to  a  previous  estate  in  dower  assigned 
in  the  premises,  and  the  declaration  alleged  generally  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  possessed  of  an  undivided  third  part  of  the  premises,  without 
noticing  the  dower  previously  assigned.^  Where  dower  has  been 
set  out  by  admeasurers  appointed  by  the  surrogate,^  and  ejectment 
is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  the  premises,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  bound  to  declare  by  demanding  the  one  undivided  third 
part,  but  may  demand  the  specific  lands  admeasured.  Where, 
however,  in  such  case,  an  undivided  third  part  is  demanded,  and 
the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  shows  that  such  admeasurement  was  had 
on  due  notice  to  the  defendant,  and  a  verdict  is  rendered  for  the 
specific  portion  assigned  as  dower,  the  court  will,  after  the  verdict 
permit  an  amendment  of  the  declaration,  and  will  not  send  back 
the  parties  to  a  new  trial.^ 

81.  The  statutes  of  Michigan^  and  Illinois,'  are  almost  identical, 
in  the  particulars  above  referred  to,  with  the  statute  of  New  York. 

1  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  304,  §11.  »  Ibid.  J  10.  '  Ibid.  {  8. 

•  Bear  v.  Snyder,  11  Wend.  592.  »  Ibid. 

•  See  post,  ch.  viii.,  |J  2-11.  f  Borst  v.  Griffin,  9  Wend.  307. 
8  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  ch.  134,  JJ  4,  6,  8,  10,  11. 

•  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  214,  {{  4,  6,  8,  9. 
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Service  of  proce9s. 

32.  The  Delaware  statute  requires,  that  in  actions  of  dower,  the 
writ  shall  he  served  upon  the  tenant  either  personally,  or  by  copy 
left  at  his  usual  place  of  abode ;  if  he  can  not  be  found,  and  have  no 
known  place  of  abode  in  the  county,  a  copy  served  upon  the  per- 
son occupying  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  writ,  or  left  at  the 
dwelling-house  on  the  premises,  in  presence  of  two  or  more  persons 
of  the  neighborhood,  may  be  regarded  by  the  court  as  a  good  ser- 
vice. If  a  copy  be  served  on  a  person  occupying  the  premises 
under  rent,  it  is  made  his  duty  to  give  notice  thereof  to  his  landlord 
in  the  same  manner,  and  he  will  incur  the  same  penalty  for  default, 
as  if  it  were  a  declaration  in  ejectment.  No  process  of  petit  or 
grand  cape  is  allowed ;  but  when  the  writ  is  served,  if  the  tenant 
do  not  appear  at  the  return,  judgment  will  be  rendered  by  default. 
But  if  service  be  not  made  upon  the  tenant,  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  require  public,  or  other  notiife  to  be  given,  and  allow 
time  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term.^ 

33.  In  New  Hampshire,  a  summons  issues  in  actions  for  dower,' 
and  the  statute  directs  that  it  shall  be  served  by  reading  it  to  the 
defendant,  or  by  giving  him  an  attested  copy,  or  by  leaving  such 
copy  at  his  usual  place  of  abode ;  a  like  copy  is  required  to  be  left 
with  the  tenant  in  occupation  of  the  land,  if  any.'  When  the 
defendant  is  not  an  inhabitant  of  the  State,  or  his  residence  is 
unknown  to  the  oflScer  serving  the  writ,  or  he  is  absent  from  the 
State,  and  shall  not  have  returned  at  the  time  appointed  for  the 
trial,  and  no  personal  service  is  made  on  him,  service  may  be  made, 
or  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  given  in  the  same  manner  as 
is  provided  for  the  service  of  writs,  or  notice  of  the  pendency  of 
suits  in  personal  actions  in  like  cases,  where  property  is  attached.^ 

34.  The  Massachusetts  statute  provides,  that  in  real  actions,  if 
the  defendant  or  tenant  in  the  action  is  out  of  the  State,  and  has 
no  last  and  usual  place  of  abode  there,  known  to  the  demandant, 
the  summons,  or  an  attested  copy,  shall,  in  addition  to  any  other 
service  required,  be  left  for  him  with  the  tenant  or  occupant  of  the 
demanded  premises,  if  there  be  any,  and  if  not,  in  some  conspicuous 
place  on  the  premises.^ 

1  Laws  Del.  1829,  p.  164,  {  1 ;  ReT.  Code,  1852,  p  291,  {  10. 

s  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  561,  j  3.     *  Ibid.  p.  466,  }  2.     «  Ibid.  p.  467,  {  8. 

•  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  623,  {  27. 
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35.  In  Maine,  the  statute  requires  that  the  writ  in  an  action 
dower,  Bhall  be  Berved  by  attachment  and  BummoDS,  or  copy  of  t1 
writ,  on  the  defendant ;  but  if  he  be  not  in  possession,  the  ofSe 
moBt  give  the  tenant  in  hand,  or  leave  at  his  place  of  last  and  nsu 
abode,  an  attested  copy  of  the  writ;  and  if  the  defendant  is  not  i 
inhabitant  of  the  State,  the  service  on  the  tenant  shall  be  a  sufficie: 
notice  to  the  defendant,  or  the  court  may  order  further  notice.' 

86.  The  Pennsylvania  statute  directs  that  the  writ  shall  be 
summons,  returnable  in  the  manner,  and  according  to  the  rules 
personal  actions.*  Where  a  tract  of  land,  or  any  other  sing 
tenement,  situate  in  different  counties,  is  the  subject  of  the  actio 
the  Buit  may  be  commenced  in  either  county;  and  the  sheriff  of  t1 
connty  in  which  the  writ  issues,  has  power  to  execute  it,  and  i 
other  process,  whether  original  or  final,  issued  in  the  case.*  Bi 
service  on  a  defendant  out  of  the  county  in  which  the  action 
commenced,  may  be  made  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  whit 
euch  defendant  resides,  or  may  be  found.* 

37.  It  was  held  in  Kentucky,  in  the  case  of  Waters  v.  Good 
that  neither  the  grand  nor  pelit  cape  is  applicable  or  proper  in  tl 
procedure  by  writ  of  dower  in  that  State ;  because,  according 
the  statute  regulating  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  common  la 
actions,  a  judgment  may  be  obtained  at  the  appearance  term ;  ni 
is  any  other  process  necessary  or  proper  for  warning  the  tenai 
than  a  writ  in  the  nature  of  the  precipe,  the  form  of  which  is  givei 
in  outline,  by  an  act  of  1796." 

88,  In  South  Carolina,  a  summons  must  issue,  directed  to  tl 
proper  parties,  commanding  them  to  appear  within  a  specified  tin 
and  show  cause  against  the  prayer  of  the  petition.'  And  it  hi 
been  held,  that  the  proper  form  of  the  summons,  is  a  rule  or  ordi 
of  court,  and  not  a  writ;  and  it  need  not  have  a  seal  or  reguh 
tette  and  return  ;  but  if  the  form  of  a  judicial  process  be  given  i 
it,  it  is  not  therefore  void;  yet  in  such  case,  it  must  be  made  retun 
able  as  other  writs  are,  or  it  will  be  quashed.^  The  service  is  t 
be  proved  on  oath  by  the  person  who  served  it,  in  open  court,  c 


1  R«v.  Sut  Haioe,  1657,  p.  6011,  {  1. 

>  PurdOD'g  Dig.  bj-  Brigbll^,  p.  38,  \  5. 

'  Ibid.  5  2,  *  Ibid,  i  4. 

*  Waters  c.  Goocb,  6  J.  J.  Uareh.  58S.  •  1  Dig.  iA 
'  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  2T0,  |  I.     See  Eanbaw  d.  Davis,  1  Strob.  71. 

•  Ellis  V.  Falconer,  1  Brev.  TT. 
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the  day  it  is  made  returnable.^  If  the  defendant  be  served  with  a 
copy  of  a  different  summons  from  that  on  which  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings are  based,  the  judgment  and  all  other  proceedings  will  be 
set  aside  on  motion.' 

39.  In  New  Yotk,  there  is  to  be  subjoined  to  the  declaration  in 
ejectment,  a  notice  in  writing  by  the  plaintiff  or  her  attorney,  ad- 
dressed to  the  defendant,  and  informing  him,  1.  That  the  declara- 
tion will  be  filed  on  some  day  in  the  then  next  term  of  the  court  in 
which  the  action  is  brought,  specifying  the  day ;  or  if  it  be  served 
daring  the  term  of  any  court,  that  it  will  be  filed  on  some  day  in 
such  term,  specifying  the  same.  2.  That  at  the  time  of  filing,  a 
rule  will  be  entered,  requiring  the  defendant  to  appear  and  plead 
to  such  declaration  within  twenty  days  after  the  entry  of  such 
rule;  and  3.  That  if  he  neglect  to  appear  and  plead,  a  judgment 
by  default  will  be  entered  against  him,  and  the  plaintiff  recover 
possession  of  the  premises.^  If  the  lands  are  actually  occupied,  a 
copy  of  the  declaration  and  notice  is  to  be  served  personally  on  the 
defendant ;  or  if  he  be  absent,  it  is  to  be  left  with  some  person  of 
proper  age  at  his  dwelling-house ;  if  the  premises  are  not  occupied, 
the  service  is  to  be,  either  on  the  defendant  personally,  or,  if  he 
can  not  be  found,  by  leaving  the  copy  with  some  person  of  proper 
age,  at  the  place  of  his  residence.  But  where  personal  service  is 
not  made,  no  rule  to  plead  can  be  entered  without  a  special  order 
of  the  court.* 

40.  A  similar  mode  of  service  is  prescribed  by  the  statutes  of 
Illinois^  and  Michigan.^ 

JSssoin. 

41.  The  dilatory  proceedings  by  easotUj  allowed  in  real  actions 
at  the  common  law,^  seem  never  to  have  been  admitted  into  practice 
in  the  United  States.®     They  were  expressly  abolished  in  Virginia 


1  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  271,  {9.  '  Williams  v.  Lanneau,  4  Strob.  27. 

•  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  306,  J  12.  *  Ibid.  J  J  13-15, 

•  I  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  215,  H  10-12. 

•  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  p.  1232,  2|  13-15.  In  Missoari,  if  tbe  coanty  court 
make  an  order  for  the  allotment  of  dower,  without  the  notice  to  the  parties  interested 
required  bj  the  statute,  the  order  will  be  void.  No  presumption  that  such  notice 
has  been  given  will- arise  where  the  record  is  silent.     Peake  v.  Redd,  14  Misso.  79. 

Y  Ante,  cb.  v.,  H  10,  11. 

•  Steams,  Real  Act  2d  ed.  92. 
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by  a  statute  passed  in  1748,  and  in  Eentacky  by  an  enactment 
adopted  in  1796.^ 

Imparlance. 

42.  Under  the  practice  in  New  York  prior  to  the  substitution  of 
the  action  of  ejectment  for  the  writ  of  dower,  it  was  a  matter  of 
course,  after  the  demandant  had  counted,  to  grant  the  defendant  a 
special  imparlance  until  the  next  term.^  The  Virginia  statute  of 
1748,  and  the  Kentucky  statute  of  1796,  allowed  one  imparlance.' 
Upon  the  subject  of  imparlances,  Mr.  Stearns  says:*  "In  our 
practice,  an  imparlance  is  merely  a  continuance  of  the  cause  to  the 
next  term  of  the  court.  And  it  may  be  with  or  without  a  saving 
of  all  exceptions  to  the  writ.  It  is  not  (except  in  a  few  particular 
cases)  a  matter  of  course,  or  of  right.  The  court  may  generally 
grant  or  refuse  it,  to  either  party,  at  their  pleasure ;  not,  indeed, 
arbitrarily,  but  according  to  a  sound  discretion,  regulated  by  their 
own  rules  and  the  established  course  of  practice.  And  that  course 
is  generally  the  same  with  us  in  real  and  personal  actions.  The 
ancient  rule  that  a  plea  in  abatement  can  not  be  received  after  a 
general  imparlance,  is  recognized  by  our  courts.*  And  it  seems 
that  no  exception  to  this  rule  is  allowed,  even  where  the  common- 
wealth is  interested,  or  party  defendant.*** 

View. 

43.  We  have  seen  that  at  common  law  a  view  was  rarely 
allowed  in  dower  unde  nihil  habet.'^  In  New  York,  an  early  statute 
gave  the  tenant  a  right  to  demand  a  view  in  cases  where  it  was 
necessary.^  But  a  view  was  not  granted  as  a  matter  of  course,  and 
in  order  to  avail  himself  of  this  statute,  the  tenant  was  required  by 
the  courts  to  satisfy  them  by  affidavit  of  the  necessity  of  a  view.' 
And  it  was  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  view  should  not  be 
granted  except  in  cases  where  boundaries  came  in  question.*®    Writs 

^  Waters  v.  Qoocb,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 

s  Haviland  v.  Bond,  4  John.  309.  See  Ostrander  v.  Kneeland,  20  John.  276 ; 
Vischer  v.  Conantj  4  Cow.  396. 

>  Waters  v.  Qooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586.  «  Stearns,  Real  Act.  2d  ed.  104-5. 

&  Campbell  v.  Stiles,  9  Mass.  217.      *  Martin  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Mass.  347. 

»  Ante,  ch.  v.,  i  14.  »  Sess.  10,  ch.  60,  {  21 ;  1  N.  R.  L.  79,  86. 

*  Ostrander  v.  Kneeland,  20  John.  276  ;  Vischer  v.  Conant,  4  Cow.  396. 

i<*  Vischer  v,  Conant,  4  Cow.  396.  See,  also,  Stearns,  Real  Actions,  2d  ed.,  pp. 
106,  107. 
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of  view  are  abolished  by  the  revised  statutes ;  but  any  judge  of  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  pending,  or  any  other  person  who  may 
be  authorized  to  perform  the  duties  of  such  judge  at  chambers,  has 
power,  whenever  he  shall  think  proper  so  to  do,  to  order  the  plain- 
tiff to  deliver  to  the  defendant  a  particular  description  of  the  premises 
demanded,  in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions, 
as  in  cases  where  bills  of  particulars  may  be  required  in  personal 
actions.^  Views  were  abolished  in  Virginia  in  1748,  and  in  Ken- 
tucky in  1796.^  In  Delaware,  also,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that 
in  dower  no  view  shall  be  granted.^ 

Plean. 

44.  To  the  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet  the  defendant  may 
plead  in  abatement,  or  in  bar,  as  at  common  law/  It  is  observed 
by  Mr.  Stearns  that  the  omission  of  the  demandant  to  comply  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  statutes  relative  to  a  demand,^  may  give 
occasion  to  plead  several  pleas  in  abatement.  1.  The  demandant 
may  commence  her  action  without  making  any  previous  demand  to 
have  her  dower  assigned.  2.  After  a  proper  demand  has  been 
made,  the  action  may  be  commenced  before  the  month  required  by 
the  statute  has  elapsed.  3.  The  demand,  though  seasonable,  may 
not  have  been  made  upon  the  proper  person,  or  upon  all  the  persons 
required.  And  each  of  these  exceptions  may  be  made  the  subject 
of  a  distinct  plea  in  abatement.  But  the  first  two  exceptions,  it 
seems,  may  be  well  enough  comprehended  in  a  plea  of  the  same 
form  without  making  it  objectionable  on  the  ground  of  duplicity.^ 

1  2  Bey.  Stat.  N.  T.  p.  341,  {  16.  >  Waters  v.  Gooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 

s  Laws  Del.  1829,  p.  164,  i  1;  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  292,  {  12. 

*  Stearns,  Real  Act.  303.  See  ante,  ch.  v.  It  has  been  held  in  New  York  that 
if  the  tenant  be  an  infant,  he  must  appear  and  defend  bj  guardian.  Hillyer  v.  Lar- 
zelere,  9  John.  160.  As  to  the  time  when  the  tenant  must  appear  and  plead,  see 
De  St.  Croix  v.  Sands,  1  John.  327.  Non-joinder  of  one  of  the  tenants  of  the  free- 
hold as  defendant,  is  good  cause  of  abatement  in  an  action  of  dower  brought  against 
the  tenant  of  the  freehold  as  such  tenant  only.  Ellis  v.  Ellis,  4  R.  I.  110.  A  defend- 
ant can  not  plead  in  bar  the  same  matter  which  he  has  previously  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment, and  which  has  been  oyerruled.    Coxe  v.  Higbee,  6  Halst.  395. 

»  Ante,  13  2-6. 

*  Plea  in  abatement^  no  demand  made  one  month  be/ore  suing  forth  the  writ:  And  the 
said  A.  comes  and  says,  that  the  said  M.  did  not  demand  of  him  the  said  A.  to 
assign  and  set  out  to  the  said  M.  her  reasonable  dower,  of  and  in  the  messuage 
aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  one  month  before  the  time  of  suing  forth  the 
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As  to  the  third  exception,  the  plea,  under  the  statute  of  1783,^ 
should  expressly  aver  that  the  person  therein  named  had  the  next 
immediate  estate  of  freehold  or  inheritance,  at  the  husband's  death. 
But  it  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary  to  allege  in  what  character 
he  took  the  estate ;  whether  as  disseizor,  abator,  or  alienee  of  the 
husband.  But  if  the  estate  descended  to  several  heirs,  it  seems  the 
plea  ought  to  deny  that  any  demand  had  been  made  on  either  of 
them.^  Under  the  statute  of  1828,'  it  appears  that  the  exception 
for  want  of  the  demand  required  thereby,  might  be  made  by  a  plea 
in  bar,  as  well  as  by  a  plea  in  abatement.^  If  several  tenants  of 
'  distinct  parcels  who  ought  to  have  been  sued  separately  are  pro- 
ceeded against  jointly,  the  exception  must  be  taken  by  pleading 
several  tenure  in  abatement.^ 

46.  Non  tenure  and  disclaimer^  by  the  common  law,  could  be 
pleaded  only  in  abatement  f  but  it  is  laid  down  by  Mr.  Stearns  that 
in  this  country,  they  are  allowed  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  f  and  he  adds, 
that  as  writs  of  dower,  like  writs  of  entry,  can,  as  a  general  rule, 
be  maintained  only  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  it  follows 
that  these  pleas,  which  deny  that  the  freehold  is  in  the  tenant, 
are  equally  applicable  to  both  actions.^ 

46.  The  doctrine  that  non  tenure  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  was  de- 
termined in  an  early  case  in  Maine.^     But  now  by  statute  in  that 

—-   - -  —  —  _--_   — .  ■        _ .  ^ 

writ  aforesaid  of  the  said  M.,  in  manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  writ  is  abo^e  sup- 
posed ;  and  this  he  the  said  A.  is  readj  to  verify.  Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  of 
the  said  writ,  and  that  the  same  may  be  quashed,  &c.  Stearns,  Real  Act.  304 ;  Ibid. 
App.  No.  76. 

1  Ante,  ??  2,  3. 

'  FUa  in  abatement^  no  demand  upon  theperton  who  took  the  next  immediate  eitate  of 
freehold:  And  the  said  A.  comes  and  says,  that  upon  the  death  of  the  said  J.  S., 
late  husband  of  the  said  M.,  the  messuage  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances, 
descended  to  T.  S.  and  W.  S.,  as  sons  and  heirs  of  the  said  J.  S.,  and  that  they,  the 
said  T.  and  W.,  took  aud  bad  the  next  immediate  estate  of  freehold  and  inheritance 
therein,  after  the  death  o^  the  said  J.  S.,  and  that  the  said  M.  never  made  any  demand 
of  them,  the  said  T.  and  W.,  or  either  of  them,  to  assign  and  set  out  to  her,  the  said 
M.,  her  reasonable  dower  of  and  in  the  aforesaid  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances; 
and  this  the  said  A.  is  ready  to  verify.  Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  of  the  writ 
aforesaid  of  the  said  M.,  and  that  the  same  may  be  quashed,  &c.  Stearns,  Real  Act. 
304 ;  Ibid.  App.  No.  77. 

s  Ante,  2  3.  «  Steams,  Real  Act.  305. 

6  Ibid. ;  Fosdick  v.  Gooding,  1  Greenl.  30.    See  ante,  {  21 ;  ch.  v.,  J  J  15,  36.  « 

«  Ante,  ch.  v.,  H  15,  16.  f  Steams,  Real  Act.  193-4,  305. 

9  Stearns,  Real  Act  304-5 ;  Otis  o.  Warren,  14  Mass.  239. 

*  Fosdick  V.  Gooding,  I  Greenl.  30. 
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State,  non  tenure  can  be  pleaded  in  abatement  only.^  In  Massa^ 
ehusetts  it  has  been  held,  that  where  the  demand  for  dower  is 
against  the  defendant  as  being  in  possession  of  the  land,  and  there 
is  no  averment  that  he  claims  the  right  or  inheritance,  it  is  a  good 
plea  in  bar  that  he  is  not  the  tenant  in  possession.'  In  Pennsyl- 
vania, it  has  been  decided,  that  non  tenure  may  be  pleaded  in  bar 
in  an  action  of  dower.'  *^  The  plea  of  non  tenure  may  be  pleaded 
in  abatement,"  the  court  remarked,  ^^as  is  ruled  in  Seatont^.  Jami- 
son,^ and  so  are  all  the  authorities.  But  that  it  must  be  so  pleaded, 
although  asserted  in  that  case,  is  not  so  clear.^  The  plea  not  only 
goes  to  the  present  right  of  action,  but  also  shows  that  the  plaintiff 
can  not  maintain  any  action  at  any  time,  against  the  defendant,  in 
respect  of  the  supposed  cause  of  action,  and  this  is  the  distinguish- 
ing characteristic  of  a  plea  in  bar."^ 

47.  Besides  these  general  pleas,  there  are  several  pleas  in  bar 
peculiar  to  the  writ  of  dower,  of  which  the  tenant  may  plead  more 
than  one,  by  leave  of  the  court,  if  his  case  require  it.^  A  statement 
of  these  in  detail  has  been  already  given  in  the  preceding  chapter. 
The  plea  of  ne  ungues  accouple  in  loyal  matrimonies  which  is  some- 
times considered  the  general  issue  in  this  action,^  in  our  practice 
concludes  with  an  averment^  and  not  as  pleas  of  the  gSneral  issue 
usually  conclude.^     If  it  conclude  by  tendering  issue  to  the  country, 

• 

1  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1841,  eh.  144,  |  4 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {  21 ; 
Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine,  343.  A  brief  statement  of  non  tenure  can  not  avail, 
nnlcsfl  filed  within  the  time  allowed  for  pleaa  in  abatement,  or  bj  special  leave  of  the 
coorL     Toung  v.  Tarbell,  37  Maine,  509. 

*  Merrill  v.  Russell,  1  Mass.  469. 

*  Gaspoms  o.  Jones,  7  Pa.  St.  120.  *  Seaton  v.  Jamison,  7  Watts,  640. 

^  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Jones  v.  Patterson,  12  Pa.  St.  149,  154,  these  observa- 
tions occur :  "  The  rule  is,  that  where  several  are  impleaded  as  joint  tenants,  a 
denial  must  be  put  in  at  the  earliest  moment  bj  pleading  non  tenure  in  abatement ; 
and  if  this  opportunity  be  suffered  to  pass,  the  fact  can  not  afterwards  be  gain- 
sayed.'* 

«  See  ante,  ch.  t.,  }  16.  '  Gatlin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218. 

B  Robins  o.  Crutchley,  2  Wils.  128.    See  ante,  ch.  v.,  22  20-24. 

*  Plea  in  bar  ne  unquee  aecoi^li  in  loyal  matrimonih :  And  the  said  A.  comes  and 
says,  that  the  said  M.  ought  not  to  have  her  dower  of  the  tenements  aforesaid,  [or, 
the  said  metsuaffej"]  with  the  appurtenances,  as  having  been  the  wife  of  the  said  J.  S., 
because,  he  says,  that  the  said  M.  never  was  accoupled,  [or,  never  woe  joined]  to  the 
said  J.  S.  deceased,  in  lawful  matrimony,  and  this  the  said  A.  is  ready  to  verify. 
Wherefore  be  prays  judgment  if  the  said  M.  ought  to  hare  her  dower  of  the  tene- 
ments aforesaid,  [or,  (he  eaid  mettuaffe,"]  with  the  appurtenances,  Ac.  Steams,  Real 
Act  App.  No.  78. 
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it  is  bad  on  demurrer.^  And  the  demandanti  in  her  replication, 
affirms  a  marriage  at  a  particular  time  and  place,  and  concludes  to 
the  country.* 

48.  The  plea  ne  ungues  seisii  que  dower ^^  is  also  allowed  in  our 
practice.^  But  the  defence  of  joint  tenancy,  when  allowed,  although 
it  goes  to  the  seizin  of  the  husband,  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and 
can  not  be  given  in  evidence  under  this  plea/  And  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  the  tenant  to  show  that  the  demandant's  husband,  under 
whom  he  claims,  was  only  colorably  seized,  by  virtue  of  a  deed  made 
to  defraud  the  creditors  of  his  grantor.*  A  plea  that  the  hus- 
band did  not  die  seized,  is  immaterial,  and  no  bar  to  the  action, 
except  in  those  States  where  a  conveyance  by  the  husband  alone 
defeats  the  right  of  dower.^  Where  the  defendant  appears  and  denies 
the  plaintiff's  right,  he  thereby  claims  to  be  tenant  of  the  freehold, 
and  can  not  set  up  title  in  a  mere  stranger  under  whom  no  one  is 
claiming  the  premises.^ 

49.  Where  land  is  devised  upon  a  condition  subsequent,  the  non- 
performance of  the  condition  authorizes  the  heirs  of  the  testator  to 
enter  upon  the  land  and  thus  destroy  the  devise  ;  but  until  the  en- 
try, those  holding  under  the  devisee  are  entitled  to  the  land.  There- 
fore, to  a  petition  for  the  assignment  of  dower  by  the  widow  of  a 
devisee  of  land  devised  upon  condition,  a  plea  alleging  as  a  defence, 
the  non-performance  of  the  condition,  but  not  showing  that  the 
defendant  is  an  heir  of  the  testator,  is  bad.^ 

^  Freeman  v.  Freemaoi  39  Maine,  426. 

^  £epUeation  taking  istue  ;  And  the  said  M.  says,  that  she  ought  not,  hj  reason  of 
anything  in  the  plea  aforesaid  of  the  said  A.  above  alleged,  to  be  barred  from  hav- 
ing her  reasonable  dower  in  the  tenements  aforesaid,  [or,  the  said  meuuagef']  with 
the  appurtenances,  because,  she  says,  that  she,  the  said  M.,  on,  &c  ,  was  accoupled 
[or,  was  Joined^"]  to  the  said  J.  S.  deceased,  in  lawful  matrimony,  to-wit,  at,  &c., 
and  this  she  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country,  &c.  Siearns,  Real  Act.  A  pp. 
No.  79.    See  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  39  Maine,  426.  >  Ante,  ch.  v.,  {19. 

^  Flea  in  bar  ne  ungues  seisii  que  dower :  And  the  said  A.  comes  and  says,  that  the 
said  M.  ought  not  to  have  her  dower  of  the  messuage  aforesaid,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, of  the  endowment  of  the  said  J.  S.,  heretofore  the  husband  of  the  said  M., 
because,  he  says,  that  the  said  J.  S.  was  not,  on  the  day  on  which  he  married  the  said 
M.,  or  ever  after,  seised  of  such  estate  of  and  in  the  said  messuage,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, whereof  she  demands  dower,  that  he  could  endow  the  said  M.  thereof.  And 
of  this  the  said  A.  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  &c.  Stearns,  Real  Act.  App.  No. 
80.    See  Sheppard  v,  Wardell,  Goxe  (N.  J.),  462. 

6  Stearns,  Real  Act.  309.  •  KimbaU  v.  Kimball,  2  Qreenl.  226. 

T  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345.    See  Goxe  v,  Higfoee,  6  Halst.  395. 

s  Evans  v.  Evans,  29  Fa.  St.  (5  Casey),  277.     *  Tbrop  v.  Johnson,  3  Ind.  343. 
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50.  The  tenant  is  also  permitted  to  plead  that  the  husband  of 
the  demandant  is  still  alive,^  to  which  the  demandant  may  reply  as 
in  the  English  practice.^  We  have  seen  that  at  common  law  this 
issue  was  to  be  tried  by  witnesses,^  This  mode  of  trial  was  per- 
mitted in  this  instance  as  a  special  favor  to  the  demandant,  that 
the  tenant  might  not  delay  the  decision,  as  he  would  be  able  to  do, 
if  this  issue  were  to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  In  the  United  States  the 
issue  as  to  the  death  of  the  husband,  is  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  like 
all  other  issues  of  fact.^ 

51.  If  dower  has  been  already  assigned  out  of  the  lands  in 
question,  and  accepted  by  the  widow,  this  constitutes  a  defence  to 
the  action,  and  may  be  plead  in  bar.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  set 
forth  an  assignment  by  deed,  nor  even  in  writing ;  an  assignment 
in  pais  being  suflScient,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds.^ 

1  Plea  that  the  hiuband  is  living :  And  the  said  A.  comes  and  sajs,  that  the  said 
M.  ought  not  to  have  her  dower  of  the  teaements  aforesaid,  with  the  appartenances, 
because,  he  says,  that  the  said  J.  S.,  of  whose  endowmeat  the  said  M.  demands  the 
same,  is  sur?iviag  aud  in  full  life,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify. 
Wherefore,  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  M.  ought  to  have  her  dower  of  the  said 
tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  &c.    Stearns,  Real  Act.  App.  No.  81. 

*  Replication  affirming  the  death  of  the  husband:  And  the  said  M.  says,  that  she 
ought  not,  by  reason  of  anything  in  the  plea  aforesaid  of  the  said  A.  above  alleged, 
to  be  barred  from  having  her  reasonable  dower  in  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  the 
appurtenances,  because,  she  says,  that  the  said  J.  S.,  her  said  husband,  of  whose 
endowment  she  demands  the  same,  died  at,  kc.,  on  the  tenth  day  of,  &c.,  and  this  she 
prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country,  kc,  Stearns,  Real  Act.  App.  No.  82.  See 
ante,  ch.  t.,  2  ^i* 

'  Ante,  ch.  v.,  {  31.  *  Steams,  Real  Act.  308. 

|i   ^  Flea  that  the  tenant  has  already  assigned  dower :  And  the  said  A.  comes  and  says, 
the  said  M.  her  action  aforesaid  thereof  against  him  ought  not  to  have,  because,  he 
says,  that  he,  the  said  A.,  after  the  death  of  the  said  J.  S.,  assigned  and  set  out  to 
the  said  M.  ten  acres  of  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  of  the  aforesaid  thirty  acres 
of  land,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  M.  for  the  term  of  her  life,  as  her 
dower,  accruing  to  her  of  and  in  the  aforesaid  thirty  acres  of  land,  with  the  appur- 
tenances ;  to  which  said  assignment  the  said  M.  assented  and  agreed;  and  this  the 
said  A.  is  ready  to  verify.     Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  M.  her  afore- 
said action  thereof  against  him  ought  to  have,  &c.     Stearns,  Real  Act.  App.  No.  83. 
Replication  denying  the  assignment,  and  taking  issue :  And  the  said  M.  says,  that  by 
reason  of  anything  in  the  plea  aforesaid  of  the  said  A.  above  alleged,  she  ought  not 
to  be  barred  from  having  her  aforesaid  action  thereof  against  him,  because,  she  says, 
that  the  said  A.  did  not  assign  and  set  out  to  her,  the  said  M.,  the  aforesaid  ten 
acres  of  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  the  dower  of  her  the  said  M.,  accruing  to 
her  of  the  aforesaid  thirty  acres  of  land,  as  the  said  A.  in  his  plea  aforesaid  hath 
above  alleged.     And  this  she  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country,  &c.  Stearns, 
Real  Act.  App.  No.  84.     See  ante,  ch.  iv.  ;  ch.  v.,  {{  32-34  ;  post,  ch.  xxvii. 

*  Conant  v.  Little,  1  Piclc.  189  ]  Johnson  v.  Morse,  2  N.  H.  48  ;  Baker  v.  Baker,  4 
Oreenl.  67;  Pinkham  v.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  163.    See  ante,  ch.  iv.,  {{  3-5. 
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•52.  A  relinquishment  of  dower  by  the  wife  must  be  pleaded  in  bar 
by  the  tenant,  and  can.  not  be  given  in  evidence  under  any  other 
issue.^  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  private  examination  and 
acknowledgment  of  the  wife  must  be  averred.^  A  plea  that  the 
demandant  agreed  to  release  her  dower,  is  bad  on  demurrer.'  So, 
also,  is  a  plea  that  dhe  did  release  it,  without  an  averment  that  it 
was  by  deed.^  So  a  plea  that  demandant  released  her  dower  in  a 
part  of  the  estate  to  one  tenant  in  common,  virtute  eujiLS  the  share 
of  the  other  tenant  is  released  from  her  claim,  is  bad.'  The  de- 
mandant, in  her  reply,  must  negative  the  terms  of  the  plea.  But 
if  the  plea  set  forth  a  release  of  dower,  with  a  profert  of  the  deed, 
it  seems  the  demandant,'  if  she  deny  the  execution  of  it,  may,  upon 
of/er  reply  non  est  factum,  generally;  or  if  she  admit  the  execution 
of  the  instrument,  and  only  deny  the  sufficiency  of  it  to  bar  her 
action,  she  may  crave  oyer  of  it,  and  demur.* 

63.  In  New  Jersey,  a  plea  that  a  devise  to  the  wife  was  intended 
to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  is  good  on  demurrer,  without  stating  that  it^ 
was  so  expressed  in  the  will.^  In  Indiana,  in  an  action  for  dower 
against  a  purchaser  from  the  husband,  he  answered,  alleging  that, 
the  husband  had  made  a  will,  whereby  he  devised  land  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  lieu  and  bar  of  dower ;  that  the  will  had  been  duly  proved 
more  than  one  year  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  that 
though  its  contents  were  fully  known  to  the  widow  at  the  date  of 
probate,  she  did  not  within  one  year  thereafter  elect  to  have  her 
dower,  but  on  the  contrary  elected  to  take  under  the  will.  It  was 
held,  that  under  the  statute  of  1843,'  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer 
constituted  a  bar  to  the  action.' 

54.  A  plea  alleging  that  the  demandant  is  barred  of  her  dower 
by  a  decree  rendered  in  a  previous  proceeding  between  the  same 
parties,  but  which  fails  to  set  out  the  terms  of  the  decree,  is  bad, 
as  averring  a  mere  conclusion  of  law.^® 

55.  In  Missouri,  under  the  statute  of  1825,  the  wife  is  not  barred 

^  For  a  form  of  the  plea  applicable  under  the  Massachusetts  statute,  see  Steams, 
Real  Act.  App.  No.  85.  A  privj  examination  of  the  wife  is  not  required  in  that 
State.     Post,  ch.  xiii.,  {  2. 

a  Tuthill  V.  Townley,  Ooxe,  242.  »  White  v.  White,  1  Harr.  202. 

♦  Ibid.  6  Ibid. 
<  Stearns,  Real  Act.  309. 

7  White  V.  White,  1  Harr.  202.     See  post,  ch.  zyi. 

8  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1843,  ch.  28,  H  101,  102. 

•  McCartj  v.  Roberts,  8  Ind.  150.  ^o  Throp  v.  Johnson,  3  Ind.  343 


CH.    YI.]         RBMBDT  AT  LAW   IN   THB   UNITED   STATES.  129 

by  the  fact  that  the  husband  owed  debts  at  the  date  of  his  deed,  or 
time  of  his  death,  unless  the  claims  of  creditors  be  properly  en- 
forced. A  third  person  can  not  set  up  the  debts  as  a  bar  to  the 
action  for  dower.^ 

56.  A  plea  that  the  defendant  is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration  without  notice,  is  not  a  good  defence.^ 

57.  In  several  of  the  States,  elopement  and  adultery  by  the  wife 
will  bar  her  dower,'  and  the  tenant  may  avail  himself  of  this  defence 
by  plea.^ 

58.  The  plea  of  detinue  of  charters^  was  frequently  resorted  to 
in  the  ancient  English  practice,^  but  under  our  system  of  laws  pro- 
viding for  the  registration  of  titles,  and  enabling  the  heir  to  ascer- 
tain with  convenient  certainty  the  lands  of  which  the  ancestor  was 
seized  during  the  coverture,  it  has  fallen  into  disuse,  and  may  be 
regarded  as  obsolete.^ 

59.  The  plea  of  tout  temps  prist^  as  it  goes  more  particularly  to 
the  claim  for  damages,  will  be  considered  in  connection  with  that 
subject.® 

60.  In  ejectment,  under  the  New  York  practice,  the  defendant 
may  demur  to  the  declaration,  as  in  personal  actions ;  but  in  plead- 
ing he  is  restricted  to  the  general  issue,  which  shall  be  that  the 
defendant  is  not  guilty  of  unlawfully  withholding  the  premises 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration ;  and  the  filing 
of  such  demurrer,  or  plea,  is  to  be  deemed  an  appearance  in  the 
cause.  Upon  such  plea,  the  defendant  may  give  in  evidence  any 
matter,  which,  if  pleaded  in  the  former  action  of  dower,  would  have 
barred  the  action  of  the  plaintiff.^  These  provisions  of  the  New 
York  statute  have  been  adopted  in  Michigan^^  and  Illinois.^^ 

The  verdict, 

61.  With  regard  to  the  verdict  in  the  action  of  dower,  no  par- 
ticular remarks  seem  to  be  required.  As  in  all  other  cases,  it  should 

1  Thomas  v.  Hesse,  34  Misso.  13. 

'  Ridgwaj  V,  Newbold,  1  Harring.  385  ;  Larrowe  v,  Beanii  10  Ohio,  498  ;  Camp- 
bell V,  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357.     See  post,  ch.  vii.,  J2  32-40. 

*  See  post,  ch.  xvili.  <  Ante,  ch.  y.,  J  25.  ^  Ante,  ch.  t.,  JJ  39-43. 

•  Stearns,  Real  Act.  311 ;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  2d  ed.  196,  {  3. 

T  See  ante,  ch.  y.,  g2  44-48.  8  Post,  ch.  zzv.,  JJ  14-19. 

»  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  306,  {J  22,  23. 

^  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  p.  1233,  |J  22,  23. 

u  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p  216,  2  17. 

VOL.  n.  9 
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conform  to  the  pleadings,  and  distinctly  find  all  the  material  points 
in  issue  between  the  parties.  But  if  the  substance  of  the  issue  be 
found  for  the  demandant,  she  will  be  entitled  to  judgment,  although 
all  the  circumstances  are  not  particularly  found. ^  So  the  Yerdict 
will  be  sustained  though  there  be  some  irregularity  in  the  plead- 
ings.' 

62.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiif  did  not  die 
seized,  and  return,  also,  the  annual  value  of  the  premises  at  the 
time  of  the  alienation,  the  latter  part  of  the  finding  will  be  treated 
as  surplusage ;  and  upon  a  scire  facias  by  the  plaintiif  demanding 
seizin  of  dower,  she  will  be  entitled  to  recover  as  if  the  judgment 
had  been  rightly  and  fully  entered.' 

68.  Where  there  are  several  defendants  in  an  action  for  dower, 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  one  defendant,  upon  his  separate  plea,  will  not 
avail  another  defendant,  against  whom  a  judgment  by  default  has 
been  rendered.* 

64.  In  South  Carolina,  if  the  issue  submitted  to  the  jury  be  as  to 
the  marriage  of  the  demandant  and  the  seizin  of  her  husband 
during  the  coverture,  they  should  pass  upon  that  issue  alone ;  and 
if  the  verdict  be  in  her  favor,  a  writ  will  issue  to  commissioners  to 
make  the  assignment  of  dower  in  conformity  to  the  statute.  Where 
the  jury  in  such  a  case  give  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  dower,  the 
verdict  will  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted.' 

65.  Where  elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife  are  interposed  as 
a  defence,  the  jury,  if  they  find  her  guilty  as  charged,  should  also 
find  whether  she  had  ever  been  reconciled  to  her  husband  ;^  other- 
wise a  repleader  must  be  awarded.^ 


The  judgment 

66.  The  judgment  for  the  demandant  in  an  action  or  writ  of 
dower,  where  she  has  obtained  a  verdict,  is,  ^Hhat  the  said  M. 
recover  her  seizin  against  the  said  A.  of  the  said  third  part  of  the 
tenements  aforesaid,   with  the  appurtenances,  and  her  damages 


1  Stearns,  Real  Act.  311.    See  ante,  ch.  t.,  {  50. 

s  Smith  V.  Payflenger,  2  Mills,  (Con.  Coart)  59.  See  Galbraiih  v.  Green,  13  S.  k 
R.  85.  94. 

s  Shirts  V.  Shirts,  5  Wattu,  256.  See  Benner  v.  Evans,  3  Penn.  454  ;  Leineweaver 
V,  Stoever,  17  S.  k  R.  297 ;  post,  ch.  xxt.,  JJ  48,  49. 

*  Lecompte  v.  Wash,  9  Misso.  551.  '  Peay  t>.  Picket,  1  N.  &  M.  16. 

6  See  post,  ch.  zviii.  f  Lecompte  v.  Wash,  9  Misso.  551. 
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assessed  by  the  jury  in  form  aforesaid,  at  the  sum  of 
dollars,  together  with  her  costs.*'*  In  New  Hampshire,  it  is  provided  , 
by  statute,  that  judgment  shall  be  rendered  for  the  demandant  that 
she  recover  "seizin  of  such  part  of  a  certain  with  the 

appurtenances,  as  will  produce  a  yearly  income  equal  to  one- third 
part  of  the  yearly  income  thereof  on  the  day  of  ."* 

In  Rhode  Island,  the  judgment  must  set  forth  the  manner  in  which 
the  plaintiff  is  to  be  endowed.*  In  New  York,*  Virginia,*  Illinois,* 
and  Michigan,^  the  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  is  to  the  effect  that 
she  recover  possession  of  the  premises  according  to  the  verdict  of 
the  jury,  if  there  be  a  verdict ;  or  if  the  judgment  be  by  default,  or 
on  demurrer,  according  to  the  description  thereof  in  the  declaration. 
In  Missouri,^  and  Kansas,^  if  the  judgment  be  by  default,  the  court 
is  to  hear  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  demandant,  or  impannel 
a  jury  for  that  purpose;  and  if  it  be  found,  upon  such  proceedings, 
or  on  the  trial  of  the  issue,  that  the  demandant  is  entitled  to 
dower,  the  court  or  jury  shall  determine  in  what  proportion,  and 
the  court  shall  thereupon  render  judgment  that  she  be  seized  of 
her  dower  accordingly,  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  that  she 
recover  the  damages  that  may  be  assessed.^^ 

67.  The  method  adopted  for  setting  out  the  dower  after  judg- 
ment has  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  widow,  varies  in  the  different 
States.  In  Massachusetts,**  and  Maine,*^  a  writ  of  seizin  issues,, 
requiring  the  proper  officer  to  cause  it  to  be  assigned  by  three  dis- 
interested persons  appointed  for  that  purpose.  In  Delaware,  the 
court,  instead  of  awarding  a  writ  for  delivering  seizin,  may  appoint 
five  impartial  and  disinterested  freeholders  of  the  county  to  lay  off 
the  dower,  and  also  to  assess  the  damages.*'    In  New  Hampshire, 

^  Stearns,  Real  Act.  311.  The  legality  of  the  proceedings  can  not  be  contested 
bj  one  haying  no  interest  to  be  affected  thereby.  Parrington  v.  Pierce,  38  Me.  447. 
A  final  order  of  the  conrt  can  not  be  set  aside  at  a  subseqaent  term  merelj  on  the 
ground  of  error.     Peake  v.  Redd,  14  Misso.  79. 

s  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521*,  2  &•         *  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  {  9. 

*  2  Rey.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  308,  |  33.  «  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  561,  }  29. 

*  1  Stat.  lU.  1858,  p.  217,  J  27.  ^  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  1236,  {  32. 
B  1  Rev.  Stet.  Misso.  1855,  p.  675,  {  31. 

*  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  481,  {  20. 

^^  For  a  further  consideration  of  the  subject  of  the  form  and  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  its  divisible  character  as  to  the  dower  and  damages,  see  post,  ch.  xxv., 
{{  48,  49. 

"  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  697,  i  7.  "  Rey.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  25. 

^  Uws  Del.  1829,  p.  164,  \  1 ;  Del.  Rev.  Gode,  1852,  p.  292,  {  14. 
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the  officer  to  whom  the  writ  of  seizin  is  directed,  causes  the 
dower  to  be  set  oif  by  three  discreet  and  disinterested  men  of  the 
neighborhood.^  In  Rhode  Island,  the  assignment  is  to  be  made  by 
three  disinterested  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  court.'  In 
South  Carolina,  the  court  orders  a  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower 
to  be  issued,  directed  to  five  persons,  two  to  be  nominated  by  each 
party,  and  one  by  the  court,  commanding  them,  or  a  majority  of 
them,  to  assign  the  dower.  If  any  defendant  shall  refuse  to  nomi- 
nate commissioners,  the  court  is  to  make  the  appointment.^  In 
Missouri,^  and  Kansas,^  the  court  appoints  three  competent  persons, 
as  commissioners  to  admeasure  the  dower.  In  New  York,*  Virginia/ 
Michigan,^  Illinois,^  and  Wisconsin,^^  where  an  action  of  ejectment 
is  brought  to  recover  dower  before  it  has  been  admeasured,  and  the 
plaintiff  recovers,  provision  is  made  for  its  assignment  by  commis- 
sioners to  be  appointed  by  the  court. 

68.  In  Maine,  scire  facias  lies  to  obtain  a  writ  of  seizin  of  dower, 
where  judgment  has  been  rendered,  and  the  time  for  issuing  such 
writ  has  expired.  And  where  a  widow  institutes  her  suit  for  dower, 
and  marries  before  entry  of  action,  and  the  defendant  does  not 
object  to  the  non-joinder  of  the  husband,  the  objection  comes  too 
late  on  a  scire  facias  founded  on  the  judgment.^^  In  Pennsylvania, 
if  a  judgment  in  dower  be  recovered  by  husband  and  wife,  and  a 
scire  facias  issue  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  reciting  that  she  is  now 
sole,  and  this  is  not  traversed  in  the  plea,  the  judgment  is  well 
entered  for  the  plaintiif  on  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record}^ 

Oolltisive  recovery  of  dower. 

69.  In  several  of  the  States  it  is  declared  by  statute,  that  no 
heir  who  was  under  age  at  the  time  dower  was  assigned  to  the 
widow  out  of  the  lands  of  his  ancestor,  by  his  guardian,  or  by  judg- 


1  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  2  6. 
s  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  2  11. 
»  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  270,  §  7  ;  p.  271,  {  9. 

•  1  Rev.  Stat.  Mibbo.  1855,  p.  675,  J  31. 

^  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  481,  {  20. 

•  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  pp.  311,  312,  J  55.  ^  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  561,  |  29. 
8  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  p.  1240,  {  59. 

•  1  SUt.  111.  1858,  p.  220,  I  45.  w  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  842,  {  26. 
"  Walker  v.  Gilman,  45  Maine,  28. 

"  Shaw  t>.  Boyd,  12  Pa.  St.  (2  Jones),  215. 
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ment  by  default  or  collusion  against  such  guardian,  shall  be  pre- 
cluded, when  he  comes  of  age,  from  recovering  the  seizin  of  his 
ancestor  from  such  widow,  unless  she  can  show  herself  entitled  to 
the  dower.^  This  is  the  case  in  Virginia,*  New  York,'  New  Jersey,* 
Kentucky,*  Ohio,*  Missouri,^  Michigan,^  Wisconsin,*  Minnesota,^^ 
Kansas,^  and  Oregon.^ 

Memedtf  of  the  widow  where  she  has  lost  her  dower  hy  default, 

70.  In  New  Jersey^*  and  Kansas,^*  it  is  provided  that  if  t^e  widow 
be  impleaded  and  lose  her  dower  by  default,  the  default  shall  not  | 

be  80  prejudicial  to  her  but  that  she  may  institute  new  proceedings 
to  establish  her  right  thereto.     In  New  Jersey  the  statute  pre-  i 

scribes  the  form  of  the  writ  to  be  issued  in  her  behalf;  and  it 
directs  that  to  this  writ  the  tenant  shall  have  his  exception  to  show 
that  she  had  no  right  to  be  endowed  ;  and  if  he  can  verify  his 
exception,  he  shall  go  quit ;  and  if  not,  the  widow  shall  recover  the 
land  whereof  she  was  before  endowed.  In  Virginia^  and  New  York," 
similar  enactments  were  formerly  in  force. 

1  See  post,  ch.  zzTiii. 

s  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  476,  {13.  This  provision  was  first  adopted  in  Virginia  in 
1785.     12  Hen.  Stat.  163. 

s  1  Rey.  Stat  N.  Y.,  p.  743,  {  24.  Adopted  in  the  statute  of  1787,  {  5.  1  Laws 
N.  Y.  (1813),  p.  57.  I 

«  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  2  6.  >  2  Ky.  Rev.  Stat,  by  Stanton,  p.  27,  {11. 

•  1  Rev.  SUt  Ohio,  p.  521,  {13.  *  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  677,  {  40. 

B  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  855,  {  29.        •  Rey.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  549,  {  29. 

10  SUt  Minn.  1858,  p.  41 0»  {  29.  "  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  483,  {  29. 

u  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  J  29.         »  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  {  6. 

i«  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  484,  {  35. 

^  Ya.  Stat  1785,  \4t]U  Hen.  Stat  p.  164 ;  1  Rey.  Code  1819,  ch.  107,  {  8. 

«  N.  Y.  Stat  1787,  {  6;  1  Laws  N.  Y.  (1813),  pp.  57-8. 
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Origin  and  grounds  of  equity  jurisdiction  in  eases  of  dotoer. 

1.  It  appears  that  as  early  as  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  courts  of 
equity  had  assumed  some  kind  of  remedial  jurisdiction  of  claims  for 
dower.  At  the  present  day,  these  courts  are  regarded  as  possess- 
ing, to  a  great  extent,  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  as 
to  dower ;  but  it  seems  that  until  a  comparatively  recent  period, 
the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  them  was  merely  auxiliary  in  its 
character.  The  earlier  cases  in  which  courts  of  equity  entertained 
bills  relative  to  dower,  proceeded  upon  the  common  equitable 
ground  of  paving  the  way  to  the  establishment  of  a  legal  right,  by 
furnishing  a  discovery  of  matters  essential  to  the  prosecution  of  that 
right ;  or  removing  impediments  which  might  be  set  up,  against 
conscience,  to  obstruct  the  success  of  the  claimant ;  and  this  relief 
was  gradually  extended,  probably  upon  the  principle  that  when  a 
court  of  equity  has  once  obtained  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
matter,  by  reason  of  an  equitable  question,  it  will  proceed  to  do 
complete  justice  between  the  parties,  and  to  give  the  whole  relief 
to  which  they  are  entitled ;  subject,  as  to  any  questions  which  may 
arise  of  purely  legal  cognizance,  to  the  result  of  a  decision  by  the 
proper  tribunal.^ 

2.  The  earliest  reported  case  upon  this  subject  appears  to  be 
Wild  v.  Wells,^  determined  in  1583,  in  which  a  bill  to  have  dower 
set  out,  and  for  arrears,  was  entertained  in  chancery ;  and  it  seems 


1  Park,  Dow.  317,  318. 


«  Wild  ».  Wells,  1  Dick.  3 ;  Toth.  145, 

(184) 
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to  have  been  considered  that  the  court  might  set  ont  the  dower  by 
commission,  and  an  order  nisi  was  made  accordingly.  From  the 
meagre  notes  of  this  case  in  the  books,  it  is  impossible  to  gather 
what  the  equity  was  founded  upon ;  unless,  perhaps,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  claim  of  arrears  involved  a  species  of  account,  and  that  the 
court,  having  thus  obtained  a  jurisdiction  of  the  subject,  would  pro- 
ceed to  decree  complete  relief,  upon  an  admission,  probably,  of  the 
legal  title. 

3.  In  Dolin  v.  Coltman,^  which  arose  a  hundred  years  later,  a 
wife  joined  with  her  husband  in  a  mortgage,  and  levied  a  fine  to 
the  intent  to  bar  her  dower;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  the 
husband  agreed  that  the  wife  should  have  the  equity  of  redemption ; 
but  he  subsequently  made  two  additional  mortgages  upon  the  estate. 
The  settlement  of  the  equity  of  redemption  upon  the  wife  was  ad- 
judged fraudulent  as  against  the  subsequent  mortgagees ;  but  as  the 
wife  had  levied  the  fine,  relying  upon  the  validity  of  the  settlement, 
a  decree  was  entered  restoring  her  to  her  title  of  dower  as  against 
the  subsequent  mortgagees ;  ^^  and  whereas  the  mortgagees  pressed 
that  the  decree  might  only  be,  that  she  should  enjoy  her  dower  not- 
withstanding the  fine ;  the  court  thought  it  unreasonable  in  this 
case  to  put  the  wife  to  her  writ  of  dower  ;  because  they  might  con- 
vey away  the  estate,  and  she  not  know  against  whom  to  bring  her 
writ  of  dower;  and  therefore  decreed  the  dower  to  her."  This 
decree  seems  to  have  proceeded  on  the  admission  by  the  mortgagees 
of  the  right  of  the  wife  to  dower,  and  the  probability  of  difficulty 
in  the  prosecution  of  her  fight  at  law.' 

4.  In  Shute  t;.  Shute,^  and  in  Wallis  v.  E verard,^  the  court  refused 
to  entertain  bills  for  dower,  for  the  reason  that  no  impediment  was 
shown  in  the  way  of  proceeding  at  law.  In  the  former  case,  the 
master  of  the  rolls  said :  *' As  to  the  dower,  whether  you  are  entitled 
to  it,  go  to  law,  there  being  no  impediment,  and  therefore  as  to 
that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed."  In  Moor  v.  Black,^  the  plaintiff 
charged  in  her  bill  that  her  husband's  ancestor  died  seized  of  several 

1  Dolin  V.  Coltman,  1  Vem.  294,  (1684).     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxii.,  {  6. 

'  Mr.  Park  says  of  this  case,  that  *'bat  little  reliaace  can  be  placed  on  the  vagae 
and  nnsatisfactory  report  in  Vernon,  and  the  case  is  inconsistent  with  itself,  as  it 
immediately  before  states  that  the  husband  and  wife  were  both  living."  Park,  Dow. 
319. 

*  Shute  «.  Shute,  Prec.  Ch.  Ill,  (1*700). 

«  Wallis  V.  Everard,  3  Ch.  Rep.  161,  (1708). 

^  Moor  V.  Black,  Gas.  temp.  Talbot,  126,  (1735). 
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estates,  which,  upon  his  death,  descended,  as  to  one  moiety^  upon 
her  husband  in  fee,  who  died  before  any  partition  made,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  got  possession  of  all  the  title  deeds^  whereby  she 
was  disabled  from  suing  for  her  dower  at  law,  and  therefore  came 
into  that  conrt  to  have  her  dower  assigned.  A  demurrer  was  inter- 
posed in  which  it  was  assigned  for  cause,  that  the  right  of  dower 
was  purely  a  legal  right,  triable  by  jury ;  and  that  no  impediment 
was  suggested  why  the  demandant  could  not  recover  at  law.  On 
the  argument  it  was  insisted  for  the  demandant  that  she  was 
properly  in  a  court  of  equity,  not  only  on  account  of  the  deeds 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  without  which  she  could  not 
prove  her  title  at  law,  but  also  for  the  reason  that  as  the  estate  was 
in  coparcenary,  and  no  partition  made,  the  sheriff  could,  upon 
recovery  in  a  writ  of  dower,  put  her  in  possession  of  but  a  third  of 
an  undivided  moiety;  thus  rendering  it  necessary  to  still  have 
recourse  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  dower  set  out  to  her ;  the 
judgment  in  dower  not  reducing  it  to  more  certainty  than  it  was 
before ;  and  that  by  bringing  her  bill,  the  complainant  had  only 
done  at  first  what  she  would  have  been  compelled  to  do  at  last. 
Against  this  it  was  objected,  that  although  the  complainant  might 
come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  a  discovery,  yet  this  would  not 
entitle  her  to  an  assignment  of  dower  under  a  decree  of  that  court ; 
that  her  title  was  merely  at  law,  in  respect  of  which  damages  were 
to  be  assessed  by  a  jury ;  and  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  deeds  as  they  belonged  to  the  defendant.  Lord 
Chancellor  Talbot  overruled  the  demurrer,  observing  that  there 
was  no  possibility  for  the  complainant  to  recover  (as  it  appeared  to 
him),  without  the  assistance  of  the  deeds ;  for  as  the  husband  died 
shortly  after  the  estate  descended  to  him,  and  before  any  receipt 
of  rent,  or  partition  made,  the  widow  could  not  prove, a  seizin  at 
law  to  entitle  herself  to  dower.^  He  further  remarked  that  she 
lay  under  another  difficulty,  as  her  husband's  estate  was  com- 
plicated, and  that  she  must  come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  par- 
tition ;  otherwise,  the  consequence  would  be  that  after  judgment 
and  execution,  she  must,  at  the  end  of  every  six  months,  be  driven 
to  her  action  against  such  as  held  jointly  with  her,  and  who  received 


^  This  observation  is  inaccurate.  An  actaal  seizin  is  not  necessary  to  a  title  of 
dower.  It  would  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  seizin  of  the  ancestor,  his  death,  and  the 
heirship.    Park,  Dow.  320,  note.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xii.,  |  24. 
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the  profits,  for  her  Bhare,  and  also  for  her  damages  for  the  detainer, 
which  would  be  absurd  and  unreasonable. 

5.  In  the  case  of  Dormer  v.  Fortescue,^  upon  a  question  of  equit- 
able relief  as  to  rents  and  profits,  Lord  Hardwicke  incidentally 
remarked :  '^  So  in  the  case  of  dower,  if  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower, 
and  her  claim  is  merely  upon  her  legal  title,  but  can  not  ascertain 
the  lands  out  of  which  she  is  dowable,  this  court  will  assist  her  to 
find  out  the  lands,  and  the  court  will  order  her  to  proceed  upon  a 
particular  part,  and  reserve  the  further  consideration  till  after  judg- 
ment, and  if  her  title  of  dower  is  established,  will  give  her  profits." 
He  added:  ^^  I  will  put  this  case:  suppose  a  widow  entitled  to  dower 
of  an  estate  upon  which  a  term  for  years  was  standing  out,  and  she 
had  her  title  of  dower  out  of  the  reversion  of  the  term,  and  she 
comes  into  this  court  to  have  it  removed  out  of  the  way,  they  will 
decree  her  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  time  of  her 
title  accrued,  and  will  set  the  term  as  a  satisfied  one  out  of  the  way; 
but  if  that  term  had  been  out  of  the  way,  and  she  had  no  need  to 
oome  into  this  court,  it  would  have  been  otherwise." 

6.  It  will  be  seen  from  these  cases,  that  it  was  for  a  considerable 
time  an  unsettled  question  as  to  how  far  courts  of  equity  should 
entertain  jurisdiction  to  give  general  relief  where  there  appeared  to 
be  no  obstacle  to  the  legal  remedy  of  the  widow.'  But  the  result 
of  the  various  decisions  upon  the  subject  is,  that  courts  of  equity 
will  entertain  a  general  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law 
in  the  assignment  of  dower  in  all  cases,^  and  this  jurisdiction  is 
now  firmly  established.^  The  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine 
rests,  is  intelligible  and  reasonable,  namely,  that  the  widow  labors 
under  so  many  disadvantages  at  law  from  the  embarrassments  of 
trust  terms,  and  from  an  ignorance  of  the  titles,  values,  and 
quantities  of  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  was  seized,  that  she 
ought  to  have  every  assistance  that  a  court  of  equity  can  give  her, 


1  Dormer  v.  Fortescae,  3  Atk.  130,  131,  (1744). 

*  See,  also,  1  Fonbl.  Eq.  book  1, ch.  1,  {  3,  note;  Huddlestone  v.  Huddlestone,  1 
Ch.  R.  38. 

•  1  Story's  Bq.  {  624 ;  Adams's  Eq.  *234. 

^  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  449.  Mr.  Park  expresses  some  dissatisfaction  with  the  extent 
to  which  the  mle  has  been  carried.  <'  It  may,  perhaps,  admit  of  doubt,"  he  says, 
"  whether  the  doctrine  hha  not  been  carried  higher  than  the  reason  of  the  case 
jasUfies."    Park,  Dow.  31S. 
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not  only  in  paving  the  way  to  establish  her  right  at  law,  but  also 
by  giving  complete  relief  when  the  right  is  ascertained.^ 

7.  This  doctrine  was  stated  in  very  dear  and  forcible  terms  by 
Lord  Alvanley,  when  master  of  the  rolls,  in  Curtis  v.  Gartis.'  In 
that  case  a  bill  had  been  filed,  setting  forth  a  right  of  dower  in  the 
complainant,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  heir  at  law  and  devisee, 
had  taken  possession  of  the  estates,  and  praying  an  account  of  one- 
third  of  the  rents  since  the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  to  be  let 
into  possession  of  one-third  of  the  lands,  and  a  decree  authorizing 
her  to  hold  the  same  for  life.  The  defendant  insisted,  by  answer, 
that  the  complainant  was  never  married  to  the  deceased,  and  there- 
fore that  she  was  not  dowable.  Lord  Chancellor  Bathurst  ordered 
the  bill  to  be  retained  for  twelve  months,  with  liberty  to  the  com- 
plainant to  bring  her  action  at  law  to  try  her  right  to  dower,  and 
in  case  she  should  do  so,  the  consideration  of  costs  and  further 
directions  were  reserved  until  the  master  should  make  his  report ; 
but  in  case  she  did  not  proceed  to  trial,  the  bill,  so  far  as  it  prayed 
relief  as  to  dower,  was  to  stand  dismissed.  The  complainant  having 
obtained  a  verdict  at  law,  and  an  order  at  the  rolls  (upon  a  bill  of 
revivor  and  supplement),  that  the  former  decree  should  be  carried 
into  execution,  and  the  defendant  having  petitioned  for  rehearing, 
th($  cause  was  reheard  before  Lord  Alvanley  mpon  a  question  as  to 
the  account  of  rents  and  profits ;  and  it  was  urged  in  argament  by 
counsel  for  the  complainant,  that  the  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement 
could  not  be  dismissed  without  rehearing  the  first  decree,  and  they 
insisted  that  ^*'  it  never  was  suggested  at  the  former  hearing,  that 
this  bill  for  dower  was  improper ;  because  it  was  perfectly  under- 
stood to  have  been  the  settled  practice  of  the  court  to  grant  com- 
missions to  assign  dower  where  no  legal  impediment  has  been 
proved ;  nor  would  it  have  been  tried  but  for  the  doubt  upon  the 
marriage."  Lord  Alvanley,  in  giving  judgment,  after  observing 
that  dower  is  a  mere  legal  demand,  and  the  widow's  remedy  prima 
facte  at  law,  proceeded:  '^But  the  question  then  comes,  whether 
the  widow  can  not  come  either  for  a  discovery  of  those  facts  which 
may  enable  her  to  proceed  at  law ;  and  on  an  allegation  of  impedi- 
ment thrown  in  her  way  in  her  proceedings  at  law,^  this  court  has 

1  1  Roper,  H.k  W.  449 ;  1  Story's  Bq.  {  626 ;  4  Kent,  71,  72. 
s  Curtis  V.  Curtis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  620. 

*  In  commenting  upon  this  case  Mr.  Park  says :  "  It  does  not  appear  from  the 
report  of  Curtis  and  Curtis  that  there  were  any  such  allegations  in  the  plainttflTs  bill ; 
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not  a  right  to  assame  a  jurisdiction  to  the  extent  of  giving  her 
relief  for  her  dower,  and  if  the  alleged  facts  are  not  positively 
denied,  to  give  her  the  full  assistance  of  this  court,  she  being  in 
conscience  as  well  as  law  entitled  to  her  dower.  .  .  .  Cases  have 
been  mentioned  to  show  that  there  must  be  some  fraud  to  give  this 
court  a  jurisdiction,  and  that  in  the  simple  case  of  a  woman  claim- 
ing her  dower,  no  such  jurisdiction  exists.  Dormer  v.  Fortescue 
is  also  brought  to  show  that  there  must  be,  either  an  infant  con- 
cerned, or  some  particular  circumstances  in  the  case  to  entitle  this 
court  to  proceed.  Now  it  seems  difficult  to  distinguish  the  two 
cases  of  the  infant  and  the  widow.  The  principle  in  the  case  of 
the  infant  is,  that  he  is  thought  not  conusant  of  his  rights  at  law, 
sufficiently  to  enable  him  to  proceed  there,  and  therefore  the  court 
of  equity  will  give  him  all  the  relief  he  could  have  had  at  law,  and 
something  more;  for  on  a  bill  by  an  infant  for  an  account,  he  will 
get  the  mesne  profits,  which  would  certainly  be  gone  at  law  upon 
the  death  of  the  party.  I  argue  in  the  same  manner  for  the  widow. 
She  comes  here  and  says,  ^  the  law  gives  me  dower  of  the  estates 
of  my  husband,  and  the  mesne  profits  from  his  death;  I  do  not  know 
how  to  proceed ;  for  if  there  should  turn  out  to  be  any  mortgage  or 
term  of  years  in  my  way,  then  I  must  pay  the  costs.  The  defend- 
ant has  all  the  title  deeds  in  his  hands,  and  knows  what  the  estates 
are ;  his  conscience  is  afiected,  and  yet,  instead  of  putting  me  in 
possession  of  my  rights,  he  turns  me  out  of  doors,  and  keeps  all 
the  title  deeds.'  Now  I  think  this  argument  is  a  strong  one,  on 
the  subject  of  fraud  and  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  heir,  in  not 
informing  the  widow  of  all  that  is  necessary  to  enable  her  to  pro- 
ceed safely  at  law.  If,  then,  she  comes  here  for  a  discovery  of 
these  matters  which  the  heir  withholds  from  her,  she  shall  have  her 

on  the  contrary,  the  defendant's  counsel  are  represented  as  stating  that  her  bill  did 
not  suggest  anj  impediment  to  her  proceeding  at  law,  and  observing  that  the  demand 
being  at  law,  the  bill  should  hare  stated  some  ground  (as  a  fraud  or  other  impedi- 
ment to  her  trying  her  title  at  law),  for  coming  into  a  court  of  equity.  It  was,  how- 
ever, stated  at  the  bar  by  Mr.  Lloyd,  on  the  hearing  of  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  that  it 
appeared  from  the  register's  book,  that  the  bill  charged  that  the  defendant  well 
knew  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  any  of  the  title  deeds  or  writings  showing  what 
interest  her  husband  had  in  the  estate,  but  that  all  such  deeds  and  writings  were  in 
the  defendant's  own  hands;  that  he  pretended  her  husband  was  only  tenant  for  life; 
and  that  there  were  mortgages  and  terms  for  years  outstanding,  which  he  would  set 
up  against  her  claim  if  she  should  proceed  at  law.  Mr.  Lloyd  added,  that  the  master 
of  the  rolls  relied  upon  these  charges,  and  stated  that  the  bill  would  not  have  been 
proper  without  such  allegation.     2  Yes.  Jr.  124.''    Park,  Dow.  323,  note. 
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complete  relief  in  tkis  court.  If  you  deny  her  right  to  dower,  the 
question  must  be  tried  at  law  ;*  but  when  the  fact  is  ascertained, 
she  shall  have  her  relief  here/* 

8.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Mundy  v,  Mundy,*  in  which  the 
widow  filed  her  bill  for  dower,  without  charging  in  it  any  impedi- 
ment to  her  obtaining  an  endowment  at  law,  Lord  Loughborough, 
in  answer  to  what  had  been  said  at  the  bar,  observed  that  ^^it  is 
a  new  proposition  that  where  there  is  a  title  at  law  this  court  can 
not  in  any  shape  or  for  any  purpose,  interfere.  If  a  legal  title, 
such  as  dower,  is  controverted,  it  must  be  made  out  at  law.  In 
those  cases,  all  that  the  court  has  said,  is,  that  dower  is  a  legal 
title  which  must  be  made  good  at  law.  But  this  court  will  act  in 
aid  of  the  title.  If  it  is  not  controverted,  it  is  very  similar  to  the 
right  of  a  tenant  in  common.  This  court  has  entertained  bills  for 
partition  ;  and  the  jurisdiction  has  been  admitted  in  bills  for  dower, 
under  some  circumstances  for  a  long  time.  The  principle  of  that  is 
just ;  for  where  parties  have  a  common  interest,  they  have  a  right 
to  have  it  ascertained.  That  necessarily  involves  a  species  of  ac- 
count. If  that  is  answered  by  the  proceeding  here,  there  is  no 
occasion  to  send  it  to  law,  where  there  is  a  degree  of  intricacy  and 
difficulty.  This  has  had  the  effect  of  almost  putting  an  end  to  writs  of 
dower.  In  the  course  of  twelve  years  I  do  not  remember  more  than 
two ;  and  they  must  be  in  the  court  of  common  pleas.  But  this 
jurisdiction  is  peculiarly  proper  on  other  considerations ;  for  if  she 
was  to  proceed  at  law,  she  could  be  opposed  only  by  a  legal  bar. 
Now  equitable  bars  are  in  daily  practice." 

9.  So  in  Pulteney  v.  Warren,'  Lord  Eldon,  in  discussing  this 
subject,  said :  ^^  I  do  not  know  a  case  in  which  the  heir  has  claimed 
merely  as  heir  an  account,  not  stating  any  impediment  to  his  re- 
covering at  law ;  that  the  defendant  has  the  title-deeds  necessary  to 
maintain  his  title  ;  that  terms  are  in  the  way  of  his  recovery  at  law; 
or  other  legal  impediments,  which  do,  or  which  may  probably  pre- 
vent it ;  upon  which  probability,  or  upon  the  fact,  the  court  founds 
its  jurisdiction.  The  case  of  the  dowress  is  upon  a  principle  some- 
what, and  not  entirely,  analogous  to  that  of  the  heir.  An  indul- 
gence has  been  allowed  to  her  case  upon  the  great  difficulty  of 
determining,  a  prioriy  whether  she  could  recover  at  law,  ignorant 


1  Post,  {j  22-25. 

«  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  2  Ves.  Jr.  122 ;  8.  o.  4  Bro.  C.  C.  294. 

•  Pulteney  v.  Warren,  6  Ves.  Jr.  89. 
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of  all  the  circumstanceB ;  and  the  person  against  whom  she  seeks 
relief,  as  was  strongly  observed  by  the  master  of  the  rolls  in 
Curtis  V,  Curtis,  having  in  his  possession  all  the  information 
necessary  to  enable  her  to  establish  her  rights.  Therefore  it  is 
considered  unconscientious  in  him  to  expose  her  to  all  that  difficulty, 
to  which,  if  that  information  was  fairly  imparted,  as  conscience  and 
justice  require,  she  could  not  possibly  be  exposed."  Similar  views 
were  expressed  by  Lord  Langdale  in  Strickland  v.  Strickland.^ 
'^  It  was  argued,"  he  said,  ^^that  if  difficulties  are  shown  to  exist, 
and  if,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  it  appears  to  be  in  the  power 
of  the  defendant  to  raise  those  difficulties,  this  court  will  not  only 
restrain  the  defendant  from  raising  the  difficulties,  but  will  assume 
the  whole  jurisdiction  over  the  case;  and  if  this  were  so,  the 
plaintiff  might  be  entitled  to  relief  on  this  bill.  But  there  is  no 
such  general  rule  ;  there  are,  indeed,  some  particular  cases  of  legal 
right,  such  as  dower  and  partition,  in  which  the  court  has  assumed 
general  jurisdiction,  probably  in  consequence  of  the  difficulties  to 
which  the  plaintiff  would  be  subjected  in  seeking  to  obtain  complete 
justice  at  law ;  but  in  other  cases,  the  plaintiff  is  to  show  what  the 
difficulties  are,  and  how  they  impede  him  in  a  manner  contrary  to 
equity,  and  his  bill  ought  to  pray  to  be  relieved  from  them."' 


Jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  in  cases  of  dower  in  the  United 

States. 

10.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  an  early  case, 
held  that  courts  of  chancery  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
courts  of  law  in  cases  of  dower .^  ^'  According  to  the  practice 
which  prevails  generally  in  England,"  said  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 

1  StricklaDd  o.  Strickland,  6  Bear.  77,  81. 

s  See,  also,  Mitf.  PI.  £q.  121,  122,  123,  by  Jeremy,  and  note;  Jeremy  on  Eq. 
Joria.  b.  3,  pt.  2,  cb.  5,  pp.  608-9 ;  1  Fonbl.  Eq.  2d  ed.,  p.  22 ;  2  Lead.  Gas.  in  Eq. 
pt.  1,  pp.  504-5.  Mr.  Park  says  :  "  In  point  of  practice,  tbe  writer  belieyes  tbat 
bills  for  dower  uniformly  allege  impediments  to  recovery  at  law,  either  real  or  sap- 
posititions,  in  order  to  attract  the  jurisdiction."  Park,  Dow.  327.  Mr.  Roper  makes 
tbe  following  suggestion :  **  It  is  usual  for  the  widow  to  insert  a  general  charge  in 
her  bill  of  outstanding  terms,  &c.,  which  the  heir  or  tenant  intends  to  set  up  to  de- 
feat her  legal  proceedings,  and  prudence  seems  to  require  that  this  practice  should 
not  be  forsaken."     1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  450. 

^  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Crancb,  370;  2  Gond.  U.  S.  R.  534.  To  tbe  same  effect  is 
Powell  o.  Monson  Man.  Go.,  3  Mason,  347,  459. 
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"  courts  of  equity  and  courts  of  law  exercise  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion in  assigning  dower.  Many  reasons  exist  in  England  in  favor 
of  this  jurisdiction,  one  of  which  is,  that  partitions  are  made,  and 
accounts  are  taken  in  chancery  in  a  manner  highly  favorable  to 
the  great  purpose  of  justice."  This  is  the  prevailing  doctrine,  and 
is  recognized  in  numerous  decisions  made  in  the  courts  of  the  several 
States. 

11.  In  New  York,  in  Hazen  v.  Thurber/  the  jurisdiction  was  exer- 
cised without  objection.  In  Swaine  v.  Ferine,^  the  chancellor  said : 
^'  This  is  a  bill  for  dower;  and  the  bill  charges  that  the  defendant  is 
the  only  child  and  heir  at  law  of  Simon  Swaine,  her  late  husband, 
and  that  she  haa  possession  of  the  title-deeds,  and  refuses  to  assign 
dower.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  not  questioned  by  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  that  jurisdiction  appears  to  be  well-established  in 
cases  where  no  legal  bar  or  impediment  is  raised  to  the  title."  In 
Badgley  v.  Bruce,^  this  doctrine  was  re-affirmed  after  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  subject.  '^  It  was  a  question  of  doubt  for  some 
time,"  observed  the  chancellor,  "  how  far  a  court  of  equity  would 
take  jurisdiction  of  a  case  for  the  assignment  of  dower.  The  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of  chancery  in  England  had  long  been  sustained 
where  there  was  any  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  widow's  proceeding 
at  law ;  as  an  outstanding  term,  the  want  of  information  as  to  the 
title,  or  the  want  of  means  to  establish  the  title  of  the  husband  in 
a  court  of  law,  in  consequence  of  the  possession  of  the  deeds  by  the 
heirs,  &c.  And  finally,  it  was  decided,  in  the  case  of  Mundy  v. 
Mtindy,^  that  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  dower  could  not  be  sustained, 
although  the  bill  did  not  contain  any  allegation  that  there  was  an 
impediment  to  the  complainant's  remedy,  in  an  action  at  law.  It 
may  therefore  be  considered  as  settled  in  England  that  the  court  of 
chancery  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  in  suits  for 
the  assignment  of  dower.  .  .  .  Chancellor  Kent  also  considered 
the  case  of  Swaine  v.  Ferine  as  settling  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  in  the  same  way."* 

1  Hazen  v,  Thurber,  4  John.  Gh.  604.  '  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Ch.  482. 

"  Badgley  v,  Bruce,  4  Paige,  98. 

*  Mundjr  V.  Mundjr,  2  Yes.  Jr.  122  ;  ante,  2  3> 

^  4  Kent,  72.  Chancellor  Kent  says :  "  The  jurisdiction  of  chancery  over  the  claim 
of  dower,  has  been  thoroughly  examined,  clearly  asserted,  and  definitively  estab- 
lished." 4  Kent,  71.  See,  also,  Hale  v,  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258 ;  Russell  v.  Austin, 
1  Paige,  192  ;  Bell  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  10  Paige,  49. 
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12.  And  after  the  jarisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  has  once 
attached,  and  dower  has  been  assifcned  under  a  decree  made  therein, 
the  surrogate  has  no  power  to  order  the  lands  assigned  for  dower 
to  be  sold  with  other  lands  of  the  deceased  husband,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  authority  is  given 
by  statute  to  award  to  the  widow  compensation  in  money  for  her 
dower.  ^ 

13.  In  New  Jersey,  although  at  one  time  it  was  a  controverted 
point  whether  courts  of  equity  possessed  jurisdiction  in  dower,'  the 
rule  is  now  definitely  settled  in  accordance  with  the  English  doc- 
trine. The  subject  was  considered  in  Hartshorne  v.  Hartshorne,^ 
where  the  chancellor  said  :  ^^  It  is  insisted  that  this  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  in  dower,  and  that  in  New  Jersey  the  remedy  is  exclu- 
sively in  the  common  law  courts.  Whatever  difference  of  opinion 
on  this  subject  might  at  one*  time  have  existed,  I  consider  it 
settled  at  this  day,  that  in  relation  to'both  dower  and  partition,  the 
courts  of  law  and  equity  hold  a  concurrent  jurisdiction.  ...  It 
is  indispensable  in  many  cases  for  the  sake  of  discovery  by  the  oath 
of  the  defendant  as  to  the  property,  its  nature,  and  the  incum- 
brances upon  it,  and  sometimes  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and 
profits,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  should  be  maintained." 

14.  So  in  Pennsylvania,*  Virginia,*  Maryland,*  Kentucky,^  South 


^  Lawrence  o.  Miller,  2  Gomat.  245;  Lawrence  v.  Brown,  6  N.  Y.  (1  Seld.)  394; 
OTerraliog  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  1  Sand,  S.  C.  516. 

s  See  Harrison  v,  Eldridge,  2  Halst.  392;  4  Kent,  12. 

*  HarUborne  v.  Hartshornei  1  Green  Ch.  349.  See,  also,  Wright  v.  Wright,  4 
Halst  Ch.  143  ;  Uinchman  v.  Stiles,  1  Stockt  Ch.  361,  454  ;  Opdyke  v.  Bartles,  3 
Stockt.  Ch.  133 ;  Rockwell  v.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  119,  384. 

*  Pardon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  p.  363,  2  7  ;  p.  402,  {  8. 

*  Boyden  v.  Lancaster,  2' P.  k  H.  198;  Blunt  v.  Gee,  6  Call,  481;  Grayson  v. 
Moncnre,  1  Leigh,  449;  Tod  v.  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498  ;  Blair  v,  Thompson,  11  Gratt. 
441 ;  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {{  9,  10.  The  Va.  Stat,  of  1727,  anthorized  the  widow 
to  proceed  by  bill  in  equity  for  dower.     4  Hen.  Stat.  227. 

*  Wells  V.  Beall,  2  Gill  k  J.  468  ;  Steiger  v.  Hlllen,  5  Gill  k  J.  133 ;  Sellman  v, 
Bowen,  8  Gill  ft  J.  50 ;  Scott  v,  Crawford,  11  Gill  k  J.  365  ;  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill 
k  J.  388 ;  Abercrombie  v.  Riddle,  3  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  320 ;  Chase's  case,  1  Bland  Ch. 
206  ;  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  143 ;  1  Md.  Code,  p.  77,  i  30. 

^  Kendall  v.  Honey,  5  Mon.  282 ;  Jones  v.  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  359 ;  Stevens  v. 
Smith,  4  Ibid.  64;  Robertson  v.  McDantel,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  11 ;  Marshall  v.  Anderson, 
1  B.  Mon.  198;  Gray  v.  Sparrow,  3  B.  Mon.  110 ;  McElroy  o.  Wathen,  3  B.  Mon.  135 ; 
Carton  o.  Bates,  4  B.  Mon.  366;  Lawson  v.  Morton,  6  Dana,  471  ;  Wall  v.  Hill,  7 
Dana,  173. 
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Carolina,^  North  Carolina,'  Alabama,^  Missouri,^  Arkansas,'  Mis- 
sissippi,^ Florida,^  Tennessee,^  Delaware,'  Ohio,*°  Iowa,"  Illinois," 
and  Indiana,^  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  in  proceedings  for 
dower,  is  well  established.^^  In  Vermont,  courts  of  probate  have 
exclusive  jurisdiction  in  assigning  dower;  but  the  widow  may  go 
into  equity  to  have  incumbrances  removed  from  the  estate  of  which 
she  is  dowable,  or  for  a  proper  apportionment  of  the  amount  due 
thereon." 

15.  It  is  settled,  also,  in  Maryland,  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
order  an  assignment  of  dower  in  a  creditor's  suit,  upon  the  petition 
of  the  widow  of  the  debtor. ^^  And  where,  on  a  bill  in  South  Carolina, 
to  marshal  the  assets  of  a  testator  against  his  executrix,  who  was 
also  his  widow,  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  had  been  sold  under 
an  order  of  court  before  any  claim  of  dower  was  made  by  the  widow, 
it  was  held  that  she  might  come  in  on  petition  before  distribution 

1  Miller  V.  Gape,  1  DesauB.  110;  Miller  v.  Miller,  Ibid.  Ill;  Keith  v.  Trapier,  1 
Bail.  £q.  63  ;  Mey  v.  Mey,  1  Bail.  L.  27?,  note ;  Gordon  v.  Stevens,  2  Hill,  Cb.  429; 
Eeckley  v.  Eeckley,  Ibid.  250 ;  Bullock  v.  Griffin,  1  Strobfa;  Eq.  60 ;  Tennant  v, 
Stoney,  1  Ricb.  Eq.  222  ;  Gibson  v.  Marshall,  6  Rich.  Eq.  254;  Woodward  v.  Wood- 
ward, 2  Rich.  Eq.  23 ;  Rickard  o.  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  158. 

*  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357 ;  Whitehead  v.  Clinch,  1  Murph.  128. 

>  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20;  Johnson  v.  Elliott,  12  Ala.  112 ;  Potier  o.  Bar- 
clay, 15  Ala.  439  ;  Fry  v.  Mercb.  Ins.  Co.,  Ibid.  810 ;  Shelton  v,  Carroll,  16  Ala.  148  ; 
Edmondson  v.  Montague,  14  Ala.  370  ;  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  794 ;  Thrasher  v, 
Pinckard,  23  Ala.  616  ;  Owen  v.  Slatter,  26  Ala.  547  ;  Slatter  v.  Meek,  35  Ala.  528. 
'    ^  Davis  V.  Davis,  6  Misso.  183. 

B  Menifee  t;.  Menifee,  3  Eng.  9;  Crittenden,  j^z  ;>arr0,  5Eng.  333;  Crittenden  v. 
Woodruff,  6  Eng.  82 ;  Gillespie  v.  Somerville,  3  Stew,  k  Port.  447. 

*  Turner  v.  Morris,  27  Missis.  733 ;  Harper  v.  Archer,  28  Missis.  212.  See  Pickering 
V,  Wilson,  13  S.  &  M.  691. 

^  Chaires  v.  Shepard,  7  Flor.  77. 
«  Code  Tenn.  1858,  J  2407. 

*  Ridgway  v.  Newbold,  1  Earring.  385 ;  Layton  v.  Butler,  4  Harring.  607. 

i<>  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  by  Swan  k  Critchf.,  p.  520,  {  9.     See  63  Ohio  Laws,  p.  33. 

^  Gano  V.  Gilruth,  4  G.  Greene,  453 ;  Phares  v.  Walters,  6  Clarke,  106. 

IS  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  lU.  384  ;  Turney  v.  Smith,  14  111.  242  ;  Osborne  v.  Horine, 
17  111.  92;  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  154,  {  19. 

>'  Martin  v.  Coult,  4  Ind.  535  ;  Wells  v,  Sprague,  10  Ind.  305. 

i^  But  a  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  order  an  assignment  of  dower  in  lands 
lying  in  another  State.     Blunt  v.  Gee,  5  Call,  481. 

^  Danforth  t^.  Smith,  23  Verm.  247.  See,  also,  London  v.  London,  1  Humph.  1 ; 
Thompson  v.  Cochran,  7  Humph.  72.  As  to  proceedings  by  the  widow  to  redeem 
incumbered  estlites,  and  for  dower  therein,  see  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxiii.,  and  post,  {  28. 

i«  Mildred  v.  Neill,  2  Bland,  Ch.  354,  note ;  Swing  v.  Ennalls,  Ibid.  356,  note ; 
Watkins  v.  Worthington,  Ibid.  509,  512 ;  Simmons  v.  Tongue,  3  Bland,  Ch.  341, 344. 
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of  the  funds,  and  claim  the  value  of  her  dower  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sa]e.^  But  where,  upon  a  bill  filed  to  restrain  a  widow  from 
proceeding  at  law  to  recover  her  dower,  the  complainant  fails  in 
defeating  her  claim,  the  court  will  not  proceed  to  the  assignment  of 
the  dower,  but  will  dismiss  the  bill  upon  the  merits,  and  leave  the 
defendant  to  pursue  her  remedy  at  law.' 

What  avermenU  the  bill  should  contain. 

16.  The  bill  should  show  the  marriage  of  the  demandant  with 
the  person  whose  widow  she  claims  to  be,  his  death,  and  either  that 
he  was  seized  during  coverture  of  the  land  of  which  dower  is 
claimed,  or  that  he.  was  prevented  by  fraud  from  becoming  so 
seized.'  We  have  seen,  that  it  is  usual,  also,  to  insert  a  general 
allegation  of  some  existing  impediment  to  complete  relief  in  a  court 
of  law/  And  in  those  States  where  proceedings  for  dower  can  not 
be  instituted  until  after  a  demand,  it  is  essential  that  the  bill  should 
show  that^this  statutory  requisite  has  been  complied  with.'  In  other 
States  the  allegation  of  a  demand  is  unnecessary,  except  as  it  may 
affect  the  claim  to  damages.' 

17.  It  is  not  indispensable  that  a  bill  for  dower  should  negative 
every  fact  which  may  possibly  exist  inconsistent  with  the  claim. 


^  Tennant  v.  Stone/,  1  Rich.  Bq.  222.  In  Alabama,  an  alienee  of  the  husband 
may  resort  to  equity  to  have  dower  assigned  to  the  widow.  Shelton  o.  Carroll,  16 
Ala.  148.  And  a  purchaser  who  has  contracted  for  "  a  good  and  lawful  title,"  may, 
after  the  death  of  his  Tendor,  come  into  equity  to  have  the  value  of  the  dower  claim 
of  the  widow  deducted  from  the  unpaid  purchase  money.  Thrasher  o.  Pinckard,  23 
Ala.  616.    See  ante,  ch.  i.,  22  3,  4. 

*  Sandford  v.  McLean,  3  Paige,  117.  It  has  been  held  in  Mississippi,  that  a  court 
of  chancery  will  not  enjoin  a  widow  from  proceeding  to  enforce  a  decree  for  the 
allotment  of  dower,  obtained  in  the  probate  court,  where  the  party  asking  the 
injunction  is  a  stranger  to  the  proceeding  in  tbat  court,  and  claims  by  paramount 
title.  If  the  widow  be  in  possession,  the  remedy  of  the  claimant  in  such  case  is  by 
ejectment.  If  the  claimant  be  in  possession,  he  may  make  bis  defence  when  she 
brings  her  action  to  dispossess  him.  Pickens  v,  Wilson,  13  S.  ft  M.  691 ;  James  v. 
Bowan,  6  S.  ft  M.  393  ;  post,  ch.  viiL,  22  41-45. 

s  Baker  v.  Bond,  1  Law  J.  194,  Y.  G. ;  Garton  v.  Bates,  4  B.  Mon.  366 ;  Daven- 
port V.  Farrar,  1  Scam. -314;  1  Bright,  H.  ft  W.  p.  420,  pi.  5.  The  allegation  that 
the  husband  was  invested  with  the  legal  title,  in  of  course  unnecessary  in  the  Ststes 
where  dower  is  allowed  in  equities.    See  post,  22  26-31. 

«  Ante,  2  9}  note.  *  Wells  v,  Spragne,  10  Ind.  305  ;  ante,  ch.  vi..  2  29. 

•  Damall  p.  Hm,  12  GUI  ft  J.  388.  See  ante,  ch.  vL,  22  ^  2 ;  post,  ch.  zxvi, 
22  1-14. 

VOL.   U.  10 
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Allegations  that  complainant  was  the  wife  of  one  who  was  seized  of 
the  land;  his  death;  his  alienation  of  the  land  daring  the  cover- 
ture, and  of  possession  with  claim  of  title  by  the  defendant,  are 
primd  facie  sufficient  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  a  decree.  An 
express  averment  that  the  defendant  obtained  and  held  the  land 
under  the  husband's  title,  would  be  sufficient  as  to  title  and  juris- 
diction. So,  also,  if  such  is  the  conclusion  to  be  fairly  drawn  from 
the  bill  and  answer  taken  together;'  for,  as  a  widow  is  not  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  precise  nature  of  her  husband's  title,  defective 
allegations  in  regard  thereto  may  be  aided  by  the  answer.'  But 
an  answer,  when  responsive  to  the  bill,  will  prevail,  unless  overcome 
by  proof.^  In  Illinois  it  is  held  that  the  record  should  show  the 
evidence  upon  which  a  decree  for  dower  is  founded ;  and  where  the 
answer  to  the  petition  admits  the  right,  and  no  evidence  is  furnished 
of  the  release  of  it,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a  decree  which  does 
not  order  an  assignment  of  dower  is  erroneous.^ 

1^.  A  bill  setting  up  an  equitable  title  in  the  widow,  with  a 
prayer  in  the  alternative,  that  if  this  claim  shall  fail,  dower  may 
be  assigned,  is  not,  for  that  reason,  multifarious.^ 

Parties, 

19.  One  advantage  resulting  to  the  widow  by  proceeding  in  a 
court  of  equity,  is,  that  she  is  thereby  enabled  to  bring  before 
the  court  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  her 
claim,  and  to  have  their  conflicting  rights  fully  settled.  This  is 
placed  in  a  very  strong  light  by  the  chancellor,  in  his  opinion  in 
the  case  of  Badgley  v,  Bruce.*  ^^In  the  case  under  consideration," 
he  said,  ^'  there  was  a  difficulty  in  proceeding  at  law  at  the  time 
this  bill  was  filed,  inasmuch  as  the  premises  were  in  the  actual 
occupancy  of  a  termor  whose  term  had  not  yet  expired ;  and  the 
complainant  could  not  ascertain  how  long  it  was  to  continue.  Pre- 
vious to  the  revised  statutes,  the  remedy  at  law  for  dower  was  by 


>  Wall  V.  Hill,  7  Dana,  173.  '  Garton  v.  Bates,  4  B.  Hon.  366. 

•  Edmondron  v.  Montague,  14  Ala.  370.  In  Ohio,  an  answer  to  a  petition  for 
dower,  simply  denying  the  right  as  claimed,  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  and  is 
not  admissible,  either  under  the  code,  or  in  chancery.  Unch  v.  Finch,  10  Ohio 
St.  601. 

^  Osborne  v.  Horine,  17  111.  92. 

•  Bockwell  V,  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  384.         *  Badgley  v.  Bruce,  4  Paige,  98. 
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a  writ  of  dower  ufide  nihil  habet.  Bat  as  this  was  a  species  of  real 
action,  it  could  only  be  sustained  against  the  owner  of  the  freehold. 
It  would  not  have  lain  against'  the  defendant  Halsey,  who  was 
merely  a  tenant  for  years.^  The  widow  applied  to  the  tenant  in 
possession,  and  he  refused  to  assign  her  dower  because  he  was  not 
the  owner  of  the  land;  and  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  refused  to 
give  her  the  assignment  to  which  she  was  entitled,  because  he  had 
a  covenant  of  warranty  from  some  one  else.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, I  think  she  was  right  in  applying  to  the  equity  court  for 
relief,  so  that  she  might  obtain  the  actual  possession  of  her  dower 
right  in  the  premises,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  the  term 
for  years.  As  the  law  then  stood,  the  complainant  could  have 
recovered  neither  damages  or  costs  in  a  suit  at  law  by  writ  of 
dower.  And  if  she  had  brought  her  suit  against  the  owner  of  the 
freehold,  he  would  have  had  it  in  his  power  to  vouch  his  grantor 
to  warranty ;  and  thus  the  litigation  would  have  been  protracted, 
as  well  as  expensive.  And  her  costs  would  probably  have  been 
more  than  the  value  of  her  dower."' 

20.  But  where  there  are  no  conflicting  claims  to,  or  interests  in, 
the  property,  the  present  owner  is  the  only  necessary  party  defend- 
ant, even  though  the  lands  have  come  to  him  through  several  inter- 
mediate conveyances.'  And  where  the  lands  have  been  aliened  by 
the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  his  heirs 
parties  to  the  bill.^  In  Ohio,  it  is  held,  in  this  respect  conforming 
to  the  rule  of  the  common  law,'  that  where  the  husband,  during 
coverture,  was  seized  of  several  tracts  of  land,  which,  after  his 
decease,  have  come  into  various  hands,  a  petition  for  dower  should 
be  preferred  against  each  separate  holder.*  The  rule  is  the  same 
in  Alabama.^  In  Virginia,  it  has  been  held,  that  in  cases  of  this 
kind,  the  widow  may  elect  whether  to  join  all  the  defendants  in 
one  suit,  or  bring  separate  actions  against  each.'   So  in  Kentucky, 

^  Ante,  cfa.  tL,  {{  21-25. 

*  Iq  Ohio,  when  the  rights  of  any  mortgagee,  or  the  lien  of  any  judgment  creditor 
shaU  be  shown  to  the  court  by  cross-petition  filed  before  the  rendition  of  a  decree, 
such  rights  and  liens  shaU  be  regarded  by  the  court,  and  no  inequality  allowed,  nor 
injustice  done  to  any  of  the  parties.  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  by  Swan  k  Gritchf.  p.  520, 
{10. 

s  Blair  v.  Thompson,  11  Gratt  441 ;  Boyden  v.  Lancaster,  2  P.  &  H.  (Va.),  198. 

*  Boyden  v.  Lancaster,  2  P.  a  H.  (Va.),  198.  •  Ante,  ch.  tI.,  {  21. 

*  Allen  V.  McCoy,  8  Ohio,  pt.  2,  pp.  418,  463. 

f  Barney  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901.  >  Boyden  o.  Lancaster,  2  P.  a  H.  198. 
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where  the  Ulisband  of  the  conplainant  was  seized  of  the  entire  tract 
during  coverture,  she  may  rightfully  join  in  her  suit  for  dower  all 
those  who  have  acquired  title  to,  &nd  are  in  the  occupancy  of  the 
same,  though  their  titles  were  derived  by  separate  and  distinct  pur- 
chases.^ In  Alabama,  intermarriage  of  the  widow  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  suit  does  not  render  it  necessary  to  unite  her  husband 
in  the  proceeding.'  And  the  widow  is  not  required  to  make  the 
administrator  of  her  deceased  husband  a  party  to  a  bill  for  dower 
in  an  equity  of  redemption,  unless  she  pray  some  relief  as  against 
him.* 

21.  Where  a  vendee  of  the  husband  neglects  to  pay  the  balance 
due  for  the  purchase-money,  the  widow  may  unite  in  a  bill  with 
the  heirs  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  and  the  assignment  of  her 
dower  in  the  premises  sold.^  And  it  seems  that  in  Virginia,  a  joint 
suit  in  chancery  may  be  maintained  in  behalf  of  a  widow  and  heirs 
or  devisees,  to  recover  lands  in  which  the  widow  has  a  right  to  dower, 
and  that  the  court  will  entertain  the  bill  for  the  whole  subject  in 
controversy,  and  after  decreeing  the  lands  to  the  plaintiffs,  will  go 
on  and  decree  an  assignment  of  dower  to  the  widow,  partition  among 
the  plaintiffs,  and  rents  and  profits  against  the  defendants.^  But 
in  Iowa,  it  has  been  held  that  the  widow  is  not  a  proper  party 
complainant  with  the  heirs  in  a  bill  to  establish  an  interest  in  behalf 
of  the  husband  in  lands  the  title  to  which  is  in  a  third  person.  She 
must  await  the  event  of  a  suit  brought  by  the  heirs,  and  if  they  are 
successful,  she  may  then  institute  a  separate  proceeding  for  the 
allotment  of  her  dower.* 

Mode  of  procedure  where  the  title  ie  disputed. 

22.  If  the  right  of  the  widow  is  admitted  by  the  answer,  the 
court  will  proceed  at  once  to  assign  the  dower,  and  to  take  an 
account  of  the  arrears,  if  the  case  be  a  proper  one  for  an  account.^ 
But  notwithstanding  the  readiness  which  courts  of  equity  manifest 

1  Marshall  v.  Andereon,  1  B.  Mod.  198.        >  Potier  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  439. 

*  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 

«  Gray  v.  Sparrow,  3  B.  Mop.  110.  See  Dean  v.  MitcheU,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  451  ,* 
Kintoer  p.  McRae,  2  Garter  (Ind.),  453. 

»  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  1  Mnnf.  549,  554,  note. 

<  Stewart  v,  Chadwick,  8  CUrke  (Iowa),  463. 

"^  Mundy  v,  Mundy,  2  Ves.  Jr.,  129 ;  Badgley  v.  Bmce,  4  Paige,  98 }  Scott  v.  Craw- 
ford, 11  Gill  k  J.  365  i  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1343. 
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to  give  relief  to  widows  clairoing  dower,  it  seems  nniyefsalljiadmit- 
ted,  that  the  question  of  rights  if  controverted,  must  be  tried  by  a 
jury;  no  case  having  ever  gone  the  length  of  holding,  that  when 
the  parties  are  before  the  court  upon  a  bill  for  dower,  and  the  title 
of  the  complainant  to  be  endowed  is  denied  by  the  answer,  the 
court  has  any  incidental  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  that  question 
itself.' 

28.  Mr.  Roper  says:'  '^In  consequence  of  the  widow's  title  being 
purely  legal,  when  any  question  of  dower  has  arisen  in  a  court  of 
equity,  and  doubts  have  been  entertained  of  the  widow's  title,  it 
has  been  the  constant  practice  to  put  her  to  bring  a  writ  of  dower." 
But  upon  this  point  Mr.  Jacob  observes:'  '^This  rule  does  not 
appear  to  be  imperative  in  cases  where  the  title  can  be  tried  in  a 
more  convenient  mode.  In  a  recent  instance,  the  right  depending 
on  a  question  of  law,  a  case  was  directed."  And  according  to  Mr. 
Daniel],  if  the  title  to  dower  be  disputed,  it  is  the  practice  of  the 
equity  courts  to  refer  the  decision  to  a  court  of  law,  either  by 
directing  an  issue  or  by  ordering  the  bill  to  be  retained  for  a  cer- 
tain time,  with  liberty  to  the  complainant  to  bring  a  writ  of  dower, 
as  she  may  be  advised.^  The  practice  in  the  American  courts  is 
for  the  chancellor  to  retain  the  bill  for  a  reasonable  time  until  the 
right  at  law  is  established.'^  And  an  order  directing  this  to  be  done 
is  not  the  subject  of  appeal.* 

24.  In  the  English  practice,  where  the  marriage  is  disputed,  as 
in  Curtis  v.  Curtis,^  a  writ  of  dower  seems,  according  to  Mr.  Jacob, 
to  be  necessary,  as  the  question  must  regularly  be  tried  by  the 
bishop's  certificate,  which  it  appears  can  only  be  obtained  through 

1  Cartis  v  Curtis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  631,  633 ;  Mundj  v.  Mundj,  2  Yes.  Jr.  128 ;  D' Arcj 
V.  Blake,  2  Sch  k  Lef.  387 ;  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Gh.  482 ;  Hartshoroe  v.  Harta- 
home,  1  Green,  Gb.  349 ;  Rockwell  o.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Gh.  384 ;  Wells  v.  Beall,  2 
Gill  &  J.  468 ;  SeUman  v.  Bowea,  8  Gill  ft  J.  50 ;  ^cott  v.  Crawford,  11  Gill  k  J. 
365 ;  Park,  Dow.  329 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  450.  This  principle  Has  no  application 
where  dower  is  claimed  in  equiUabU  estates.    Post,  {{  26-31. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  450.  •  Ibid.  note.  ^  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1343. 

*  Badgley  v.  Bruce,  4  Paige,  98 ;  Swaine  v.  Perine,  5  John.  Gh  482;  Hartshorne 
«.  Hartahome,  I  Green,  Gh.  349 ;  Rockwell  v,  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Gh.  384 ;  Walls  v. 
Beall,  2  Gill  k  J.  468 ;  SeUman  v.  Bowen,  8  Gill  ft  J.  50 ;  Scott  v.  Crawford,  1 1  GiU 
ft  J.  365.  In  London  v,  London,  1  Humph.  I ,  the  matter  in  eontroTersy  was  sub- 
mitted to  a  jury  by  the  chancellor.  The  Illinois  statute  provides,  that  where  the 
claim  of  the  widow  is  contested,  the  court  shall  try  the  ease,  or  direct  an  issue  for 
that  purpose,  as  circumstances  may  require.     1  Stat.  111.,  1858,  p.  155,  {  21. 

•  ScoU  V.  Crawford,  11  GiU  ft  J.  365.  ^  Curtis  v,  Curtis,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  620. 
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the  mediumtof  a  writ  issued  for  that  purpose  from  a  court  in  which 
an  action  of  dower  is  pending.^  However,  in  Poole  v.  Poole,'  wit* 
nesses  were  examined  upon  the  issue  upon  the  plea  ne  ungues 
accouple,^ 

25.  But  although  a  court  of  equity  will  not  pass  upon  a  disputed 
title,  it  will  give  every  assistance  to  the  widow  in  its  power,  by 
paving  the  way  for  her  to  establish  her  right  at  law,  and  by  giving 
complete  relief  when  the  right  is  ascertained.^  And  therefore,  if 
she  can  not  ascertain  the  lands  out  of  which  she  is  dowable,  the 
court  will  assist  her  to  find  them  out,  and  will  order  her  to  proceed 
upon  a  particular  part,  and  reserve  the  further  consideration  until 
after  judgment.'  So,  also,  it  will  aid  her  with  a  discovery  of  the 
title-deeds.*  And  a  bill  lies  for  the  discovery  of  a  tenant  to  the 
precipe  whereby  to  ground  an  action  of  dower.^  And  where,  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  admitted  the  seizin  of  the  husband,  his 
death,  the  possession  of  his  family  since  his  death,  and  alleged  an 
offer  by  the  defendant  to  give  the  complainant  one-third  of  the 
income  derived  from  the  whole  estate,  or  to  pay  her  the  valuation 
thereof,  and  did  not  deny  the  marriage,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of 
equity  had  jurisdiction  to  proceed  with  the  case  without  a  trial  at 
law.^  And  in  New  Jersey,  it  has  been  held  that  a  court  of  equity 
may  inquire  of  what  estate  the  husband  died  seized,  and  into  the 
nature  and  character  of  his  right  thereto.^ 

Ca%e%  in  which  courts  of  equity  have  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

26.  We  have  seen  that  in  England,  prior  to  the  8  &  4  Will.  IV., 
chapter  105,^®  dower  was  not  allowed  in  equitable  estates.^^  The 
husband  was  required  to  be  invested  with  a  legal  seizin  in  order  to 
confer  that  right.    The  rule,  in  this  respect,  was  the  same  in  equity 

1  See  ante,  ch.  ▼.,  {  20.  *  Poole  v,  Poole,  Tonnge,  Eq.  Ex.  331. 

•  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  421,  pi.  7. 

«  Curtis  V.  Curtis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  634;  Mtrndy  v.  Mandj,  2  Yes.  Jr.  129. 

s  Per  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Dormer  v,  Fortescue,  3  Atk.  130,  and  Lord  Redesdale, 
in  D'Arcy  v.  Blake,  2  Sch.  k  Lef.  391. 

<  See. 2  Bro.  C.  C.  631,  in  Curtis  o.  Curtis;  and  2  Sch.  k  Lef.  387,  in  D'Arcy  v, 
Blake.  But  it  is  questionable  whether  this  assistance  will  be  given  as  against  a 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice.    Post,  {2  32-38. 

f  Kempe  v.  Risbie,  Toth.  84;  Park,  Dow.  329;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  450. 

«  Scott  V.  Crawford,  II  Gill  k  J.  365. 

*  Rockwell  V.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  384. 

^  Vol.  i.,  Appendix.  u  Vol  i ,  ch.  xz. 
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«8  at  law;  and  in  the  exercise  of  their  concurrent  jurisdiction, 
courts  of  equity  could  not,  any  more  than  courts  of  law,  allow  a 
claim  of  dower,  except  where  a  legal  right  thereto  was  established. 

27.  But  in  this  country  a  different  principle  was  introduced  at  a 
very  early  day.  In  Virginia,  the  right  of  dower  was  extended  to 
equitable  estates  in  1785,  and  a  large  proportion  of  the  States 
have  since  adopted  the  same  liberal  rule.^  And  as  equitable  estates 
are  not  recognized  in  the  courts  of  law,  it  results  that  courts  of 
equity  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  claims  for  dower  in  this  species 
of  estate.' 

28.  It  has  been  shown,  also,  that  in  England,  equities  of  redemp- 
tion of  mortgages  in  fee  have  been  regarded  as  equitable  estates, 
and  as  such,  prior  to  the  late  Dower  Act,  not  subject  to  dower.' 
With  us,  the  general  doctrine  is,  that  the  holder  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  is,  as  against  all  persons  but  the  mortgagee  and  those 
claiming  under  him,  invested  with  the  legal  ownership  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  so  long  as  there  is  no  foreclosure ;  and  that  dower 
attaches  thereon  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  any  other  legal  estate.^ 
Upon  this  principle,  where  the  mortgage  has  not  been  redeemed, 
the  widow  of  the  mortgagor  may  maintain  an  action  for  dower  in 
the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the  courts  of  equity,  at  her  option,  as  against 
all  persons  except  the  mortgagee  and  those  succeeding  to  his  rights. 
As  against  them,  her  only  remedy  is  by  bill  in  equity  to  redeem.* 
If  the  mortgage  has  been  redeemed  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
render  her  liable  to  contribution,  equity  is  the  proper  forum  in 
which  to  have  her  rights  adjusted.*  But  she  can  not  file  a  bill  to 
redeem  a  mortgage,  and  call  on  the  mortgagee  to  account  for  the 
rents  and  profits,  where  the  mortgage  is  not  an  incumbrance  upon 
her  dower  right,  as  where  it  was  executed  during  coverture  and  she 
did  not  join  her  husband  in  its  execution.^ 

29.  In  equity,  partnership  lands  are  regarded  as  personalty,  and 
not  subject  to  dower  until  the  firm  creditors  and  the  debts  due  the 
several  partners,  as  among  themselves,  are  fully  paid.*    As  a  cou- 

1  Vol  i.,  cb.  XX.  s  McMahan  v.  KimbftU,  3  Blackf.  1. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxii.  As  to  relief  ia  the  English  courts  of  equity  against  satisfied 
mortgages  and  attendant  terms,  see  toI.  i.,  ch.  xxxiii.,  2  3,  note. 

«  Vol.  L,  ch.  xxii.,  22  8<-20. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxiii ,  2  ^^t  Farwell  v.  Gotting,  8  Allen,  211 ;  Strong  v.  Converse, 
Ibid.  557  ;  Chiswell  v,  Morris,  1  McCarter's  Ch.  (N.  J.)  101 ;  Eldridge  v.  Bldridge, 
Ibid.  195. 

<  Vol.  i.,  eh.  zxir.  ^  Opdyke  v.  Bartles,  3  Stockt  Ch.  133. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxvl. 


152  THB  LAW  OF  BOWER.  [CH.   Vn. 

sequence  of  this  mie,  a  claim  for  dower  on  the  part  of  the  widow 
of  one  of  the  partners  is  postponed  until  the  partnership  affairs  are 
adjusted.^  But  if  the  settlement  be  unreasonably  delayed,  the  widow, 
by  bill  in  equity,  may  compel  a  speedy  adjustment  of  the  business 
of  the  firm,  and  an  assignment  of  her  dower  in  her  husband's  pro- 
portion of  the  surplus.' 

SO.  Where  a  vendee  of  lands  has  died  without  making  full  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money,  and  without  having  received  a  convey- 
ance of  the  legal  title,  his  widow  may,  nevertheless,  in  those  States 
in  which  dower  is  allowed  in  equitable  estates,  go  into  a  court  of 
chancery  and  compel  a  sale  of  the  lands  for  the  satisfaction  of  the 
balance  due  the  vendor,  and  an  assignment  of  her  dower  in  the 
surplus.' 

81.  So  the  wife  may  be  relieved  in  equity  against  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  executed  by  her  husband  with  intent  to  defeat  her  dower.^ 
And  to  the  extent  of  establishing  the  invalidity  of  the  conveyance 
as  against  the  wife,  this  relief  may  be  had  during  the  lifetime  of 
her  husb&nd.^  So  in  a  case  where  the  husband  purchased  lands  of 
his  son  at  an  exorbitant  price,  and  executed  his  bond  and  mortgage 
for  the  purchase  money,  with  intent  to  prejudice  his  wife's  interests 
in  his  estate,  a  court  of  equity,  after  the  death  of  the  husband, 
required  the  son  to  satisfy  the  bond  and  mortgage  from  the  person- 
alty which  had  come  to  his  hands.*  And  where  a  widow,  intending 
to  dissent  from  her  husband*s  will,  has  been  prevented  from  doing 
so  by  the  fraud  and  misrepresentation  of  the  executor,  a  court  of 
equity  will  relieve  her,  and  give  her  such  portion  of  the  estate  as 
she  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  she  dissented  within  the  time 
required  by  law.^  In  a  case  in  New  Jersey,  an  injunction  was 
allowed  on  the  application  of  the  widow,  before  the  assignment  of 
dower,  to  stay  waste  upon  the  premises  subject  to  her  right.  The 
land  in  question  was  principally  woodland,  and  the  alleged  waste 


1  Vol  i.,  ch.  xxvi.,  J21. 

s  Goodburn  v.  Stevens,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  420;  8.  o.  5  OiU,  1. 

•  Thompson  v.  Cochran,  7  Hamph.  72 ;  Daniell  v.  Leitch,  13  Orait.  195.  See 
yd.  i.,  ch.  xx.|  {  44. 

«  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  6  John.  Ch.  482 ;  London  v.  London,  1  Hnmph.  1 ;  Davis  v, 
Davis,  5  Misso.  183 ;  Tate  v.  Tate,  1  Dey.  ft  Bat.  Eq.  22 ;  Petty  v.  Petty,  4  B.  Mon. 
215,  217.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxviii.,  {{  10-14. 

B  Petty  V.  Petty,  4  B.  Mon.  215,  217.    See  rol.  i.,  ch.  zzviii.,  {  12. 

<  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  3  Paige,  363. 

T  Smart  v.  Waterhouse,  10  Yerg.  94.    See  post,  ch.  xvii. 
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consisted  in  cutting  down  and  carrying  off  the  wood.  It  was  objected, 
that  as  the  heir  was  nnqnestionablj  the  owner  of  the  land  and 
entitled  to  its  use,  and  as  the  widow  could  not  herself  take  off  the 
wood,  and  no  injury,  therefore,  was  done  to  her,  she  was  not  entitled 
to  an  injunction.    But  the  court  unanimously  granted  the  rule.^ 

Equitable  defences, 

82.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  although  courts  of  equity  have  con^ 
current  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  in  the  assignment  of  dower, 
yet  in  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction,  where  the  widow  is  seeking 
no  equitable  relief,  they  will  treat  her  claim  as  a  strictly  legal  right, 
and  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  by  which  courts  of  law  are  con- 
trolled, and  will  not  allow  an  equity  to  be  interposed  to  defeat  the 
dower.'  But  the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  all  legal  defences, 
and  therefore  in  those  States  where  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  a 
bar  to  dower,^  he  may  plead  the  statute  in  equity,  as  well  as  at 
law.* 

38.  In  England,  however,  after  many  conflicting  decisions  upon 
the  point,  it  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  a  plea  of  a  purchase  for 
valuable  consideration  without  notice,  is  a  defence  when  the  widow 
is  suing  in  equity.^ 

84.  This  point  arose  in  Williams  v.  Lambe,^  and  it  was  decided 
in  that  case,  that  a  widow  who  filed  her  bill  for  dower  against  the 
purchaser  of  the  lands  from  her  husband  during  the  marriage, 
praying  a  discovery  of  them,  and  an  assignment  of  dower,  could 
not  be  defeated  of  either  by  a  plea  that  the  tenant  was  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice.  This  decision  is  approved 
by  Mr.  Roper.  '^This  last  decision,  though  quarrelled  with,"  he 
observes,  "is,  as  it  would  seem,  sound  and  proper;  for  when  it  is 
admitted  that  dower  is  a  mere  legal  right,  and  that  courts  of  equity 
in  assuming  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law,  professedly 

>  Barker  v.  Ohrittj,  2  South.  717. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  450,  451 ;  1  Story's  Eq.  {  630  ;  Maybnrry  v.  Brien,  15  Pet.  21 ; 
Blain  v.  HarrisoD,  11  III.  384 ;  Tod  v.  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498 ;  O'Brien  v.  Elliot,  15 
Maine,  126  ;  Potier  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  439 ;  Oampbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357  ; 
Ridgway  v,  Newbold,  1  Barring.  385  ;  Gano  v,  Qilrath,  4  G.  Greene,  453.  As  to  the 
circnmstances  under  which  a  widow  will  be  held  barred  in  equity  by  a  collateral 
•atiafection,  or  an  equitable  jointore,  see  post,  chapters  xi.  and  zt. 

*  See  post,  ch.  xz.  ^  Phares  v.  Walters,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  106. 

•  1  Bright,  B.  k  W.  p.  421,  pi.  11.       •  Williams  v,  Lambe,  3  Bro.  C.  G.  264. 
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act  upon  the  legal  right,  those  courts,  in  analogy  to  law,  where 
such  a  plea  would  not  be  looked  at,  decide  that  in  this  instance  the 
same  equitable  plea  is  also  inadmissible.  This  analogy,  it  is  obvious, 
does  not  hold  when  the  widow  applies  for  equitable  relief,  as  the 
removal  of  terms,  &c.  In  such  cases,  the  equitable  plea  of  being 
a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  can  not,  as  it  would  seem,  be 
resisted.  In  the  first  case,  the  widow,  proceeding  upon  the  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  of  the  court,  merely  enforces  a  right  which  the 
defendant  can  not  at  law  resist  by  such  a  mode  of  defence ;  in  the 
second  case,  she  applies  to  the  equity  of  the  court  to  take  away 
from  him  a  defence  which  at  law  would  protect  him  against  her 
demand."^ 

85.  Upon  the  same  subject,  however,  Mr.  Jacob  has  the  follow* 
ing  observations :'  ^^  A  similar  rule  was  acted  on  in  Rogers  v.  Seale.' 
But  the  principle  that  equity  will  not  interfere  against  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  is  commonly  laid  down  in 
general  terms  without  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  title; 
and  in  Wallwyn  v.  Lee,*  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  a  plea  of  pur- 
chase good  to  a  bill  for  discovery  and  relief  founded  on  a  legal 
title.^  And  it  seems  to  be  clear,  that  a  plea  of  purchase  is  a  good 
defence  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  though  the  plaintiff's  title  be  legal/ 


1  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  451,  452.  See,  also,  Beam.  PI.  Eq.  234,  245  ;  3  Bro.  Gh.  264, 
Belt's  note  (1) ;  Mitf.  PI.  Eq.  274,  by  Jeremy,  and  note  (d)  ;  2  Fonbl.  Eq.  b.  2,  ch. 
6,  2  2,  note  (h) ;  1  Ibid.  b.  1,  ch.  4,  {  25,  and  note.  Mr.  Justice  Storj,  while  appear- 
ing to  concur  in  these  views,  nevertheless  adds  :  '*  Other  learned  minds  have,  how- 
ever, arrived  at  a  different  conclusion  ,*  and  have  insisted  that,  upon  principle,  the 
plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  is  a  good  plea  in  aU 
cases,  against  a  legal,  as  well  as  against  an  equitable  claim  ;  and  that  dower  con- 
stitutes no  just  exception  from  the  doctrine.  Thej  put  themselves  upon  the  general 
principle  of  conscience  and  equity,  upon  which  such,  a  plea  must  always  stand ; 
that  such  a  purchaser  has  an  equal  right  to  protection  and  support  as  any  other 
claimant ;  and  that  he  has  a  right  to  say,  that,  having  bonA  fide  and  honestly  paid 
his  money,  no  person  has  a  right  to  discover  any  facts  which  shall  show  any  infirmity 
in  his  title.  The  general  correctness  of  the  argument  can  not  be  doubted;  and  the 
only  recognised  exception  seems  to  be  that  of  dower,  if  that  can  be  deemed  a  fixed 
exception."     1  Story's  Bq.  22  630,  631. 

s  I  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  451,  note. 

*  Rogers  o.  Scale,  2  Freem.  84 ;  2  Eq.  Ga.  Ab.  70.  And  tee  Medlicott  v.  O'Donei, 
1  Ball  ft  B.  171. 

«  Wallwyn  p.  Lee,  9  Yes.  Jr.  24,  33. 

6  See  to  the  same  effect,  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  3  Yes.  Jr.  464 ;  Parker  v.  Blythmore, 
Prec.  Gh.  58 ;  2  Bq.  Ga.  Ab.  79 ;  Robinson  v.  Haynes,  Gilb.  Eq.  R.  184. 

•  Burlace  v.  Gooke,  2  Freem.  24;  2  Eq.  Ga.  Ab.  681 ;  Abery  v.  Jones,  1  Yern.  27; 
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So,  according  to  some  aathorities,^  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony, 
which  is  generally  foanded  on  a  legal  title,  will  not  lie  against  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice;  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  intimating  a  contrary  opinion,  stated  as  the  ground 
of  it,  that  such  a  bill  calls  for  no  discovery  from  the  defendant,  but 
merely  prays  to  secure  the  testimony.'  The  plea  in  Williams  v. 
Lambe,  was  perhaps  open  to  another  objection.  The  defendant 
stated  himself  to  have  purchased,  without  being  aware  that  the 
vendor  was  married.  But  it  seems  doubtful  whether  a  person 
purchasing  of  one  seized  in  fee,  without  inquiring  whether  the  ven- 
dor be  married,  can  avail  himself  of  want  of  notice  of  that  fact."^ 

36.  The  authority  of  Williams  v,  Lambe,  was  followed  in  the  case 
of  Collins  V.  Archer.^  But  in  Payne  v.  Compton,^  it  was  held  that 
the  plea  was  available  as  a  defence  against  a  legal  title.*  And  Sir 
Edward  Sugden,  in  his  treatise  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,^  after 
citing  the  authorities,  concludes  with  remarking  that  the  point  can 
hardly  be  considered  as  concluded  by  the  weight  of  authority ;  and 
that  upon  principle  it  would  rather  seem  that  Lord  Rosslyn*s 
decision  in  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,^  that  the  plea  should  stand  good 
against  a  legal  as  well  as  an  equitable  title,  was  the  correct  one. 
And  the  point  has  since  been  so  decided  by  Sir  E.  Sugden,  in  the 
case  of  Joyce  v.  De  Moleyns.' 

Biihop  of  Worcester  v.  Parker,  2  Yern.  255  ;  Hoare  v.  Parker,  1  Cox,  224 ;  1  Bro. 
C.  C.  578. 

1  1  Yem.  354;  2  Yern.  159;  2  Yes.  Jr.  458.  >  See  6  Yes.  Jr.  263. 

s  See  3  Sogd.  Y.  k  P.  492,  10th  ed. ;  Kelsal  o.  Bennet,  1  Atk.  522 ;  Park,  Dow. 
327,  328. 

*  Collins  V.  Archer,  1  Rnss.  k  M.  284. 

^  Pajrne  v.  Compton,  2  Younge  k  Coll.  Ezch.  Ca.  457,  461. 

*  Neither  of  these  cases,  howerer,  was  founded  on  a  claim  of  dower. 

T  3  Sugd.  Y.  k  P.  10th  ed.,  p.  496.  ^  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Yes.  Jr.  454. 

*  Jojce  V.  De  Molejns,  2  Jones  k  Lat.  374 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  423.  See,  also, 
Bowman  v.  Erans,  1  Jones  k  Lat.  178  ;  2  Spence,  Eq.  733,  and  note  (c).  The  case 
of  Joyce  V.  De  Moleyns,  is  observed  upon  by  Lord  Cottenbam,  C,  in  Frazer  o.  Jones, 
17  Law  J.  Chan.  353,  thus:  "  But  then  comes  the  question  which  I  should  not  hare 
had  much  difficulty  about  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  case  of  Joyce  v,  De  Moley  ns,  which 
raises  a  proposition  that  I  believe  is  raised  for  the  6rst  time ;  because  the  case  of ' 
Wallwyn  v,  Lee,  9  Yes.  24,  which  is  supposed  to  have  been  an  authority  for  it,  is 
very  distinguishable  ;  but  it  raises,  undoubtedly,  a  question,  and  one  that  is  per- 
haps extremely  difficult  to  deal  with  against  the  authority  on  which  that  case  was 
pronounced ;  at  least,  it  Is  one  that  requires  careful  consideration  before  I  should 
feel  justified  in  overruling  a  decision  so  much  considered  as  the  case  of  Joyce  v,  De 
lioleyns  appears  to  have  been." 
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87.  In  a  more  recent  English  case,  after  full  argument  and  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  question,  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Sir 
Edward  Sugden,  was  re-affirmed.  The  case  was  an  action  to  recover 
dower,  and  the  demandant  sought,  under  the  14  and  15  Vict.  c. 
99,  §  6,  to  have  an  inspection  of  the  deed  by  which  her  husband 
conveyed  away  the  property  out  of  which  she  claimed  dower.  The 
application  was  resisted  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  a 
bond  fide  purchaser  for  value,  without  notice.  "On  referring  to 
the  authorities,"  said  the  court,  "  it  appears  that  this  is  a  point 
which  has  been  much  controverted.  In  the  case  of  Williams  v. 
Lambe,^  on  a  bill  filed  by  a  dowress,  Lord  Tburlow  overruled  a  plea 
of  a  bond  fide  purchase  without  notice  of  the  marriage ;  and  his 
lordship  said  that  he  thought,  where  the  party  is  pursuing  a  legal 
title,  as  dower  is,  that  plea  does  not  apply,  it  being  only  a  bar 
to  an  equitable^  not  to  a  legal  claim.  And  the  same  point  was  decided 
by  Leach,  M.  B.,  in  Collins  t;.  Archer ;'  and  his  Honor  said,  that, 
following  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Lambe,  and  the  general  principle 
of  a  court  of  equity,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  defence  was  of  no 
avail  against  the  legal  title.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Jerrard  v.  Saun- 
ders,' Lord  Loughborough,  held,  that  the  plea  could  stand  against  a 
legal  as  well  as  an  equitable  title.  In  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife, 
second  edition,  page  451,  the  author  approves  of  the  doctrine  of 
Williams  v.  Lambe.  But  a  contrary  view  is  taken  in  a  note  to  this 
passage  by  the  learned  editor,  Mr.  Jacob.  And  Lord  St.  Leonards, 
in  his  treatise  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  c.  18,  also  expressed  his 
opinion  in  favor  of  Lord  Loughborough's  and  against  Lord  Thur- 
low*s  ruling ;  and  afterwards,  as  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  decided  the 
case  of  Joyce  v.  De  Moleyns,^  accordingly.  A  subsequent  case  of 
The  Attorney- General  v.  Wilkins,*  has  occurred  before  Romilly, 
M.  R.,  and  his  decision  was  in  accordance  with  that  of  Lord  St. 
Leonards.  And  his  Honor  stated  the  principle  to  be,  that,  when 
you  once  establish  that  a  person  is  a  purchaser  for  value,  without 
notice,  a  court  of  equity  will  give  no  assistance  against  him ;  but 
the  right  must  be  enforced  at  law.  It  appears,  then,  that  the  weight 
'  of  authority  is  greatly  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  no  bill  for  a 
discovery  could  have  been  maintained  in  this  case  before  the  Com- 


1  Williama  o.  Lambe,  tupra,  >  Collins  v.  Archer,  tupra. 

*  Jerrard  v.  Sannders,  tupra,  ^  Joyce  v.  De  Moleyns,  ntpra. 

«  Att.-Gea.  v,  Wilkins,  17  Bea?.  286. 
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mon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854.     Consequently  we  think  that  this 
role  must  be  discharged."^ 

88.  But  in  the  American  courts  the  doctrine  is  well  settled  that 
the  plea  of  a  band  fide  purchase  for  value,  is  no  defence,  even  in  a 
court  of  equity,  against  a  legal  claim  to  dower«  ^^It  is  evident," 
said  the  chancellor,  in  the  early  case  of  Snelgrove  v.  Snelgrove,' 
**  that  this  doctrine  remains  unsettled,  for  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  cases  have  ever  been  collated,  sifted,  and  a  final  conclusion 
drawn  from  such  comparison.  It  is  obvious  from  an  inspection  of 
the  cases  generally,  that  in  most  of  them  where  the  plea  has  been 
supported,  it  has  been  against  an  equitable  and  not  a  legal  title. 
Mr.  Sugden,  in  his  judicious  collection  of  the  doctrine  and  the 
authorities  upon  this  subject,  says,  ^  that  to  argue  from  principle, 
it  seems  clear  that  the  plea  is  a  protection  against  a  legal  as  well 
as  an  equitable  claim ;  and  as  the  authorities  in  favor  of  that  doc- 
trine certainly  preponderate,  we  may  perhaps  venture  to  assert  that 
it  will  protect  against  both.'  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied  that  this 
is  a  correct  conclusion.  The  inclination  of  my  mind  is  the  other 
way.  It  should  be  remembered  that  the  plea  protects,  by  the  court 
refusing  to  aid  the  complainant  in  setting  up  a  title.  Now,  when 
the  title  attempted  to  be  set  up  is  an  equitable  one,  it  seems  very 
reasonable  that  the  court  should  forbear  to  give  its  assistance  in 
setting  up  such  equitable  title  against  another  title  set  up  by  a  fair 
purchaser.  But  when  the  complainant  comes  with  a  legal  title,  I 
do  not  perceive  how  he  can  be  refused  the  aid  of  the  court.  It 
seems  no  longer  to  be  optional."  In  numerous  cases  of  a  more 
recent  date,  this  principle  is  enforced  in  clear  and  emphatic  terms.' 

89.  There  are  several  cases,  however,  in  the  American  reports, 
in  which  courts  of  equity  have  allowed  equitable  defences  to  over* 
come  a  legal  demand  for  dower.  Thus,  in  Bolls  v.  Hughes,^  it  was 
held,  that  even  though  a  right  of  dower  be  not  embraced  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,^  and  therefore  not  barred  at  law,  yet  in 

^  Gomm  V.  Parrott,  3  Com.  Bench  R.,  N.  S.  47.  See,  also,  2  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  pt  1, 
p.  43. 

*  SnelicroTe  v.  Snelgroye,  4  Desans.  274,  (1812). 

>  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  111.384;  Rankin  v.  OUphant,  9  Misso.  239;  Larrowe  v. 
Beam,  10  Ohio,  498;  Brown  v.  Wood,  6  Rich.  Bq.  155  ;  Blake  o.  Hejward,  1  Bailej, 
Eq.  208  ;  Campbell  v.  Mnrphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357  ;  Ridgway  v,  Newbold,  1  Harring. 
38ft ;  Jenkins  f>,  Bodlej,  1  Smedes  k  M.  Ch.  338 ;  Wailes  v.  Cooper,  24  Missis.  208 ; 
Gano  V.  Qilrntb,  4  O.  Greene  (Iowa),  453 ;  Daniell  v.  Hollingshead,  16  Geo.  190. 
See  note  to  the  case  of  Gomm  v.  Parroit,  3  Com.  Bench  Rep.  N.  S.  58,  Am.  ed. 

^  Bolls  V.  Hughes,  1  Dana,  407.  ^  See  post,  ch.  zx. 
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chancery,  if  ^^a  party  has  slept  upon  his  rights  for  twelve  years, 
good  policy  requires  he  should  be  left  to  his  common  law  remedy/' 
and  upon  this  ground  the  bill  in  that  case  was  dismissed.  So  it  has 
been  held  that  lapse  of  time  may  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  proceeding 
for  an  account  of  arrears  of  dower/  the  chancellor  observing,  that 
*^in  equity,  laches  and  neglect  are  discountenanced;  this  tribunal 
only  lends  its  power  to  reasonable  diligence."  So  where  a  widow, 
after  having  recovered  her  dower  in  a  court  of  law,  instituted  pro- 
ceedings in  equity  for  arrears,  the  court  permitted  an  equitable 
defence  to  stand.'  **We  are  of  opinion,"  they  said,  ^'that,  in 
appealing  to  the  court  of  law,  the  complainant  selected  her  own 
tribunal,  and  must  be  content  with  the  relief  administered  by  the 
rules  of  law.  By  the  well  established  principles  and  usages  of  this 
court,  she  might  have  instituted  proceedings  in  the  court  of  equity, 
both  for  dower  and  arrears  of  dower.  It  is  true  that  her  claim  might 
here  have  encountered  a  defence  to  which  it  was  not  obnoxious  in 
the  ordinary  tribunal.  She  has  selected  the  mode,  and  must  abide 
by  the  measure  of  redress."* 

40.  From  what  has  been  already  said  it  sufficiently  appears,  that 
when  the  widow  applies  for  equitable  relief,  and  her  claim  to  dower 
is  not  founded  upon  a  legal  right,  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law,  the 
defendant  may  avail  himself  of  any  equitable  defence  existing  in 
his  favor/ 


Asiignment  of  dower  by  courts  of  equity, 

41.  The  right  of  dower  being  established,  and  the  estate  out  of 
which  the  wife  is  dowable  ascertained,  the  next  step  is  to  assign 
the  dower.  This  may  be  done,  either  by  reference  to  a  master,^ 
or  by  directing  a  commission  to  issue.*    It  generally  forms  part  of 


1  Steiger  v.  Hiilen,  5  Oill  ft  J.  121.    See,  also,  Eiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Cb.  Dec. 
143,  150. 
s  Ballock  V,  Griffin,  1  Strobb.  Eq.  60. 

*  See,  also,  Flagg  v.  Maun,  2  Sumn.  486. 

«  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  451 ;  1  Story's  Eq.  {  630;  Snelgrore  v.  Snelgrove,  4  Deiaus. 
274;  Larrowe  v.  Beam,  10  Ohio,  498. 

^  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1343 ;  Goodenoagb  v.  Ooodenongb,  2  Dick.  795 ;  Swaine  r. 
Ferine,  5  John.  Ch.  482 ;  Seaton  on  Decrees,  261 ;  2  Crabb,  Real  Prop.  188. 

•  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1343 ;  Seaton  on  Decrees,  262 ;  2  Crabb,  R.  P.  188 ;  Wild  r. 
Welle,  1  Dick.  3 ;  If egoU  o.  Megott,  2  Dick.  794 ;  Lucas  v.  Calcraft,  1  Bro.  G.  C. 
134;  B.  c.  2  Dick.  594;  Mnndy  v,  Mundy,  2  Yes.  Jr.  129;  Worgan  v.  Ryder,  1  Y. 
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the  decree  that  when  dower  has  been  assigned,  possession  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff.^ 

42.  In  assigning  dower  by  metes  and  bounds,'  or  in  the  rents 
and  profits  where  the  property  is  incapable  of  division,'  coarts  of 
equity  adhere  to  the  rules  observed  in  such  cases  in  the  courts  of 
law ;  both  courts  being  governed,  in  this  respect,  by  the  same  gen- 
eral principles.^ 

48.  Cases,  however,  frequently  occur,  in  which  courts  of  equity 
are  called  upon  to  endow  the  wife  of  moneys  within  their  control 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  husband's  lands  under  such  circum- 
stances as  not  to  entirely  extinguish  the  right  of  dower.  Thus, 
where  the  vendor  of  lands  compels  a  sale  after  the  death  of  the 
Tendee,  to  satisfy  a  balance  due  for  the  purchase  money  f  or  where 
the  sale  is  made  by  the  administrator  of  the  vendee  for  the  same 
purpose  f  or  where  lands  are  sold  under  proceedings  in  foreclosure  ;^ 
in  these,  and  in  like  cases,  the  court  will  give  to  the  wife  dower  in 
the  surplus  moneys  produced  by  the  sale.^  And  in  some  States  the 
dower  interest  of  the  wife  is  protected  even  where  the  sale  takes 
place  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband.'  So  where  the  wife  joins  in 
a  conveyance  to  a  trustee  to  enable  him  to  make  sales,  she  is  dow- 


ft  B.  20 ;  Huddlestone  v,  Haddlestone,  1  Oh.  Rep.  38  ;  Curtia  o.  Cartis,  2  Bro.  C.  G. 
620 ;  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Gb.  482.  In  many  of  the  Ametican  States  proTision 
is  made  by  itatate  for  the  appointment  of  commisiionen  by  the  court  to^sign  the 
dower. 

>  2  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  1344;  Meggot  v.  Meggot,  Seaton  on  Decrees,  261;  Ooodenough 
p.  Goodenongh,  2  Dick.  795;  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Gh.  482,  496. 

*  See  post,  ch.  xxi.  '  See  post,  ch.  zziii. 

*  Tod  V,  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498  ;  Gibson  v.  Marshall,  5  Rich.  Eq.  254.  And  see 
anthorities  cited  ante,  note  to  {  32. 

*  Klatto  V.  Klatts,  5  Jones,  Bq.  80 ;  Williams  v.  Woods,  1  Hnmph.  408 ;  Thomp- 
son r.  Gochran,  7  Humph.  72;  Warner  v.  Van  Alstyne,  3  Faige,  513;  Willett  v. 
Beatty,  12  B.  Hon.  172.    See  toI.  i.,  ch.  zzr.,  {  4. 

*  Ibid.  See,  also,  Brewer  v.  Van  Arsdale,  6  Dana,  204 ;  Mills  o.  Van  Yoorhis,  23 
Barb.  125,  136. 

'  Titus  v:  Neilson,  6  John.  Gh.  452  ;  Tabele  t>.  Tabele,  1  John.  Gh.  45 ;  Hawley 
V,  Bradford,  9  Paige,  200 ;  Jennison  v,  Hapgood,  14  Pick.  345  ;  Hartshorne  v.  Harts- 
home,  1  Green,  Gh.  349.    See  toI.  i.,  ch.  zxiti.,  {{  24,  25. 

*  Ibid. ;  Ghnrch  v,  Ghurch,  3  Sandf.  Gh.  434  ;  Willett  v.  Beatty,  12  B.  Mon.  172  ; 
Mills  V.  Van  Yoorhis,  23  Barb.  125 ;  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  2  Gomst  245 ;  Higbte  9. 
Wettlake,  4  Kern.  281 ;  Hawley  v.  James,  5  Paige,  318. 

*  Denton  v.  Nanny,  8  Barb.  618;  Yartie  v.  Underwood,  18  Barb.  562.  See  Hetb 
V.  Cocke,  1  Band.  344;  toI.  L,  ch.  xxiii.,  {{  26-^0;  ch.  x?i.,  {{  1^2;  ch.  xxr., 
17. 
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able,  in  equity,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  of  the  moneys  in 
the  hands  of  the  trustee  arising  from  sales  made  by  him.^ 

44.  The  practice  of  the  courts  as  to  the  manner  of  endowing  the 
widow  of  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  lands,  is  not  uniform  in 
the  several  States.  In  Maryland,'  Kentucky,^  Maine,^  and  Massa- 
chusetts,' it  seems  a  gross  sum  may  be  awarded  to  her  in  compen- 
sation for  her  dower,  estimated  upon  the  principles  of  ascertaining 
the  present  value  of  life  annuities  applicable  to  such  cases.*  But 
in  the  Federal  courts,^  and  in  Virginia,^  Alabama,'  and  Tennessee,'® 
this  can  not  be  done  without  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested. Ordinarily  in  these  States,  the  decree  is  for  the  payment 
annually,  of  the  sum  ascertained  to  be  the  annual  value  of  the  dower 
interest,  or  of  the  interest  upon  one-third  of  the  moneys  subject  to 
dower.  In  South  Carolina,  a  rule  is  adopted  by  which  it  is  assumed 
that  the  dower  estate  is  equal  in  value  to  one-sixth  of  the  entire  fee, 
and  a  gross  sum  is  assessed  to  the  widow  upon  that  principle.^^  In 
New  York,  the  practice  appears  to  be,  to  direct  the  fund  to  be 
invested,  and  the  interest,  or  income,  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  during 
her  life.^* 

45.  In  assigning  dower  in  equities  of  redemption,  in  cases  where 
the  widow  is  required  by  law  to  contribute  to  the  redemption  of  the 
mortgage,^'  she  must  pay  such  sum  as  is  equivalent  to  the  interest 
on  one-third  of  the  mortgage  debt  during  her  life.^^  And  this  must 
be  paid  in  a  gross  sum  unless  the  mortgagee  elect  to  permit  the 


^  Hawlej  V.  JameSj  5  Pftige,  318. 

s  Goodborn  v.  Stevens,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dee.  44  L ;  Maccubbin  v.  Cromwell,  2  H.  Jfc  G. 
443 ;  Wilhelm  o.  Wilhelm,  4  Md.  Oh.  Dec.  830.  See  Chaee'e  case,  1  Bland,  Ch. 
206. 

*  Brewer  v.  Van  Arsdale,  6  Dana,  204. 

4  Simonton  v,  Graj,  34  Maine,  50 ;  Carll  v.  Butman,  7  Greenl.  102. 

^  Jennison  v.  Hapgood,  14  Pick.  34ft.  <  See  post,  ch.  xxiv. 

T  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Cranch,  370. 

8  Blair  v.  Thompson,  11  Gratt.  441 ;  Wilson  v.  Davisson,  2  Rob.  384. 

•  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20 ;  Johnson  v.  Elliott,  12  Ala.  112 ;  Frj  v.  Menrh. 
Ins.  Co.  15  AUk.  810;  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  784. 

1^  Lewis  V.  James,  8  Humph.  537. 

u  Wright  V.  Jennings,  1  Bail.  277  ;  Garland  v.  Crow,  2  Bail.  24 ;  post,  ch.  zxiv., 
{{  50-56. 

i>  Titus  V.  Neilson,  5  John.  Ch.  452;  Denton  v.  Nanny,  8  Barb.  618.  See  Bartlett 
V.  Van  Zandt,  4  ^andf.  Ch.  396;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xvi.,  {{  31,  32 ;  post,  ch.  zziii.,  ]  9. 

"  Vol.  i,,  ch.  xxiv. 

i«  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Ch.  482 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxiv.,  {  26. 
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mortgage  to  stand,  in  which  event  she  mnst  keep  down  one-third  of 
the  interest.^  And  where  there  has  been  a  sale  of  the  lands  under 
such  circumstances  as  not  to  exonerate  her  from  liability  to  make 
contribution,  and  she  claims  dower  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  she 
is  to  be  charged  with  such  proportion  of  the  mortgage  debt  as  her 
interest  bears  to  the  whole  fund.'  The  mode  of  arriving  at  a  proper 
result  in  these  cases,  will  be  more  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent 
chapter.^  ^ 

46.  It  has  been  held,  that  a  decree  in  favor  of  a  demandant  for 
dower,  and  appointing  commissioners  to  make  the  assignment, 
ascertain  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits,  and  report  to  the  next 
term  of  the  court,  to  which  the  cause  is  continued,  is  not  a  final 
decree,  but  is  still  within  the  control  of  the  court,  and  may  be  set 
aside  at  a  subsequent  term.^  And  the  return  of  commissioners  in 
dower,  like  the  report  of  the  master,  is  under  the  control  of  the 
court.  It  is  intended  to  satisfy  the  conscience  of  the  chancellor ; 
and  though  neither  corruption  nor  misfeasance  on  the  part  of  the 
commissioners  be  charged,  the  court  may,  on  ex  parte  affidavits, 
showing  error  or  mistake,  refuse  to  confirm  the  return,  and  refer  it 
to  the  master  to  take  evidence  and  report  upon  the  facts.' 

Costs. 

47.  With  respect  to  costs,  they  are,  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
regulations,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  that  discretion  is 
regulated  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  Thus,  when  the  widow's 
suit  is  for  the  single  purpose  of  obtaining  an  assignment  of  dower, 
and  there  is  no  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  she  will 
not  be  entitled  to  costs.^  In  Curtis  v.  Curtis,^  the  master  of  the 
rolls  observed,  that  the  dowress  has  no  costs  where  the  heir  has 
thrown  no  difficulties  or  impediments  in  the  way ;  and  if  he  admit 


1  Ibid. ;  BeU  v.  Mayor  N.  T.  10  Paige,  49 ;  House  o.  House,  Ibid.  158,  164 ;  vol.  L, 
ch.  xxiT.,  {  27.    See  post,  cb.  xxir.,  {{  63,  64. 

s  Brertsoii  v.  Tappen,  5  Jobn.  Gb.  497  ;  GarU  v.  Batman,  7  Greenl.  102 ;  vol.  i., 
eh.  xxiv.,  {}  31-35.    See  Maibews  v,  Darjee,  45  Barb.  69. 

*  Post,  cb.  xxiv.    See,  also,  cb.  xxiii. 

*  Crittenden,  Ezparte^  5  Eng.  333,  Walker,  J.,  dissenting. 

*  Gibson  v.  Marshall,  5  Rich.  Eq.  254. 

*  Lucas  9.  Galcraft,  1  Bro.  C.  G.  134;  2  Dick.  594;  Mitf.  PI.  98,  3d  ed. ;  2  Bro. 
C.  G.  632. 

T  Cortis  9.  Cnrtis,  2  Bro.  G.  C.  620. 

VOL.  II.  11 
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the  widow's  case  he  is  safe.^  But  if  the  widow  demand  an  assign- 
ment of  her  dower  before  bringing  suit  and  her  application  is  refused  f 
or  if  she  is  vezatiously,  and  without  just  pretence,  kept  out  of  her 
dower ;'  or  if  the  defendant  set  up  an  unfounded  defence,  so  as  to 
create  a  vexatious  resistance/  the  rule  is  to  give  the  dowress  costs.* 


^  To  the  same  effect  are  Haseii  o.  Tharber,  4  John.  Gh.  604 ;  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5 
John.  Ch.  482  ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258 ;  RaseeU  v.  Anttin,  1  Paige,  192. 
s  Runell  v.  Anstin,  1  Paige,  192.  •  Wocgaa  v.  Bjder,  1  Yea.  k  fiea.  20. 

«  Lucas  V.  Calcraft,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  134. 
*  1  Boper,  H.  k  W.  456 ;  Park,  Dow.  332 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258. 
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Introduetiny. 

1.  In  addition  to  the  legal  remedies  at  law  and  in  equity  to 
which  the  widow  may  resort,  the  statutes  of  most  of  the  States 
have  provided  a  summary  mode  for  obtaining  an  assignment  of 
dower,  by  application  to  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  probate 
matters ;  and  this  convenient  method  of  proceeding  has,  in  a  great 
degree,  superseded  the  common  law  remedy  by  action.^ 

Mode  of  procedure  in  the  eeveral  Statee, 

2.  New  York.  In  this  State,  if  dower  be  not  assigned  to  the 
widow  within  forty  days  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  may 
apply,  by  petition,  for  the  admeasurement  of  her  dower,  to  the 
supreme  court ;  or  to  the  county  court  of  the  county  where  the 
lands  are  situated ;  or  to  the  surrogate  of  the  same  county ;  or, 


1  4  Kent,  72 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.,  p.  226,  l\\\l  Hilliard,  R.  P.  2d  ed.,  p.  172, 
{52. 

(163) 
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in  the  city  of  New  York,  to  the  conrt  of  common  pleas  of  that 
city,  when  the  lands  are  situated  therein.^  The  petition  should 
specify  the  lands  of  which  the  widow  claims  dower ;'  but  it  seems 
it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  state  that  her  husband  had  been 
dead  forty  days  when  it  was  presented.' 

8.  The  statute  also  provides,  that  after  the  expiration  of  forty 
days  from  the  death  of  the  husband,  his  heirs,  or  any  of  them,  or 
the  owners  of  any  land  subject  to  dower,  claiming  a  freehold  estate 
therein,  or  the  guardian  of  any  such '  heirs  or  owners,  may,  by 
notice  in  writing,  require  the  widow  to  make  demand  of  her  dower 
within  ninety  days  after  the  service  of  such  notice,  of  the  lands  of 
her  deceased  husband,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  shall  be  specified 
in  such  notice.^  If  the  widow  fail  to  make  her  demand  of  dower 
within  the  time  specified,  by  commencing  a  suit,  or  by  application 
for  admeasurement  as  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  or  if  she  do  not 
make  such  demand  within  one  year  after  her  husband's  death, 
although  no  notice  to  that  effect  shall  have  been  given,  the  heirs 
of  the  husband,  or  any  of  them,  or  the  owners  of  any  lands  sub- 
ject to  dower,  claiming  a  freehold  interest  therein,  or  the  guardian 
of  such  heirs  or  owners,  may  apply,  by  petition,  in  either  of  the 
courts  above  mentioned,  for  the  admeasurement  of  the  dower  of 
such  widow.* 

^  2  ReT.  Stat.  488,  {  1 ;  Laws  1847,  p.  328,  {  29 ;  Laws  1854,  p.  464,  2  6 ;  Ck)de 
of  Procedure,  {  30,  suk?.  5.  The  widow  may  apply  for  admeasurement  although 
proceeding!  for  partition  are  pending  to  which  ihe  is  a  party.  Matter  of  Siperly, 
44  Barb.  370. 

s  2  Rev.  Stat.  p.  488,  {  I. 

*  Jackson  v.  Waltermire,  7  Go  wen,  353 ;  Orary,  Special  Proceedings,  2. 

«  2  ReT.  Stat.  489,  {  tf. 

s  2  Rev.  Sut.  489,  {  7  ;  Laws  of  1847,  p.  328,  {  29 ;  Laws  of  1854,  p.  464 ;  Code 
of  Procedure,  {  30 ;  Crary,  Special  Proceedings,  4,  5.  Only  the  persons  here 
named  are  entitled  to  apply  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower.  And,  therefore, 
where  a"  purchaser  of  a  widow's  right  of  dower  had  the  dower  admeasured  and 
assigned  to  him,  it  was  held  that  the  proceeding  was  void,  and  conferred  no  title 
under  the  statute,  even  though  the  heir,  or  his  guardian  consented  to  it  Jackson 
V.  Aspell,  20  John.  411.  An  order  of  the  surrogate,  directing  the  sale  of  the  whole 
of  the  real  estate  of  which  the  husband  died  seized,  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
including  the  part  previously  assigned  to  the  widow  under  proceedings  iu  chancery, 
is  void,  so  far  as  relates  to  her  dower  estate.  Service  upon  the  widow,  of  the  order 
to  show  cause,  as  she  had  no  right  to  appear  and  oppose  the  order  for  a  sale,  could 
not  make  her  a  party  to  the  proceedings  so  that  her  right  would  be  affected  by 
the  decree.  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  2  Gomst.  245,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  in  s.  o.,  1  Sandf.  S.  0.  516;  Lawrence  v.  Brown,  1  Seld*.  394  ;  Maples 
V.  Howe,  3  Barb.  Ch.  611.    Where  the  husband  was  seized  in  severalty,  the  widow 
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4.  Where  the  widow  proceeds  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower, 
a  copy  of  the  petition,  with  notice  of  the  time  and  place  when  it 
will  be  presented,  must  be  served  at  least  twenty  days  previous  to 
its  presentation,  upon  the  heirs  of  her  husband;  or  if  they  are 
not  the  owners  of  the  land  subject  to  dower,  then  upon  the  owners 
of  such  land  claiming  a  freehold  estate  therein ;  or  their  guardians, 
when  any  such  heirs  or  owners  are  minors.^  The  notice  must  be 
in  writing ;  and  unless  it  is  given,  the  proceedings  will  be  set  aside.* 
But  it  is  necessary  to  give  notice  only  to  the  tenant  of  the  free- 
hold ;  tenants  for  years  are  not  entitled  to  notice.'  The  notice 
may  be  served  personally,  on  any  party  of  full  age ;  or  upon  the 
guardian  of  minors ;  or  by  leaving  the  same  with  any  per8on|  of 
proper  age,  at  the  last  residence  of  such  party  or  guardian,  in  case 
of  his  temporary  absence ;  and  if  any  such  heir  or  owner  be  a 
non-resident  of  the  State,  the  service  of  such  notice  may  be  upon 
the  tenant  in  actual  occupation  of  the  lands ;  or  if  there  be  no 
tenant,  by  publishing  the  same  for  three  weeks  successively,  in 
some  paper  printed  in  the  county  where  such  lands  are  situated.^ 
And  where  the  owners,  or  any  of  them  are  minors,  having  no 
guardian,  and  a  guardian  ad  litem  is  appointed  for  the  purpose  of 
appearing  and  taking  care  of  their  interests,  the  notice  of  the 
application  must  be  served  on  such  guardian  ad  litem.^ 

5.  If  the  owner  of  lands  subject  to  dower  institute  proceedings 
to  compel  its  admeasurement,  a  copy  of  the  petition,  with  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  of  presenting  the  same,  must  be  served  per- 
sonally on  the  widow,  twenty  days  previous  to  its  presentation/ 

can  not  proceed  under  the  act  for  the  partition  of  lands  (Sen.  36,  c.  100 ;  1  N.  R. 
L.  507)  for  the  assignment  of  her  dower ;  nor  coold  she,  as  the  law  formerly  existed, 
be  made  a  party  to  a  partition  among  the  heirs,  derisees,  or  grantees  of  the  husband. 
Bradshaw  v.  Callaghan,  6  John.  80 ;  8.  o.  8  John.  435 ;  Coles  v.  Coles,  15  John.  319. 
But  it  seems  that  where  the  husband  was  seized  as  joint  tenant,  or  tenant  in  com- 
mon, the  widow,  as  her  right  of  dower  extended  only  to  an  undivided  part,  was  a 
proper  party  to  a  partition  among  the  several  joint  owners.  Coles  v.  Coles,  15  John. 
319.  As  to  the  present  condition  of  the  law  on  this  subject,  see  Barbour  on  Par- 
ties, p.  290.  See,  also,  ante,  ch.  ii.,  {16. 
^  2  Bey.  Stot.  488,  {  2. 

*  Matter  of  Cooper,  15  John.  533 ;  Rathbun  v.  Miller,  6  John.  281. 

*  Ward  V,  KilU,  12  Wend.  137.  See  ante,  ch.  vi.,  {  24.  Notice  to  the  tenant  or 
pereon  in  possession  merely  is  insulBcient.    Stewart  v.  Smith,  39  Barb.  167. 

«  3  ReT.  Stat  488,  {  3. 

*  2  ReT.  Stat  488,  {{  4|  <^ ;  0"^?  Special  Proceedings,  3, 4. 

*  2  ReT.  SUt  4S9,  {  8. 
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6«  Where,  in  proceedings  before  a  surrogate,  dne  notice  of  the 
application  was  given  to  the  tenant,  who  did  not  attend  before  the 
surrogate,  and  the  latter  appointed  three  commissioners  according 
to  the  statute,  but  on  ascertaining  that  one  of  them  could  not  serve 
by  reason  of  ill  health,  substituted  another  in  his  place ;  it  appearing 
from  the  surrogate's  return  that  both  the  first  appointment  and  the 
substitution  took  place  on  the  day  for  which  the  application  was 
noticed; — it  was  held,  that  the  whole  should  be  regarded  as  one 
continuous  act,  and  the  substitution,  therefore,  regular,  without 
any  additional  notice.^ 

7.  The  court,  or  surrogate,  to  whom  the  application  is  addressed, 
may,  upon  hearing  the  parties,  order  the  dower  of  the  widow  to  be 
admeasured  in  all  the  lands  of  her  husband,  or  in  such  part  as 
shall  be  specified  in  the  application.'  Three  disinterested  free* 
holders  are  to  be  appointed  commissioners  to  make  the  admeasure- 
ment ;  and  the  order  should  specify  the  lands  of  which  dower  is  to 
be  assigned,  and  the  time  at  which  the  commissioners  are  required 
to  report'  The  order,  specifying  the  time  at  which  the  report 
shall  be  made,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  adjournment  or  continuance 
of  the  proceeding;  and,  therefore,  upon  the  coming  in  of  the 
report  at  the  time  specified,  it  may  be  confirmed,  oa  motion  of 
either  party,  without  notice  to  the  other  for  that  purpose/  If  the 
persons  appointed  commissioners,  or  either  of  them,  shall  die, 
resign,  or  neglect,  or  refuse  to  serve,  the  vacancy  may  be  supplied 
by  a  new  appointment/  And  if  the  first  appointment  was  made 
by  a  surrogate,  the  new  commissioner  may  be  appointed  by  his 
successor  in  office/ 

8.  The  proceedings  under  the  statute  for  the  admeasurement  of 
dower,  are  founded  on  the  assumption  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower  out  of  the  estate  in  question,  and  that  it  is  only  to  be 
designated  and  set  off  to  her.  No  provision  is  made  for  the  trial 
of  her  title ;  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the  parties  interested  to 
contest  it.     If  there  be  a  defence  to  the  claim  of  the  widow,  it 


*  White  V.  Story,  2  Hillj  543.  Owtre,  as  to  the  regulnrity  of  the  prooeedingi  faow- 
erer,  had  the  tenant  appeared  on  the  day  fixed  by  the  notice,  and  left  the  turrogate's 
office  after  the  first  appointment,  without  being  apprised  that  any  fiuther  proceed- 
ings were  contemplated.    Ibid. 

s  2  Rev.  Stat  489,  {9.  *  Ibid.  {  1 0. 

«  White  V.  Story,  2  HUl,  643.  •  2  Rer.  Stat  490,  {  12. 

•  Gale  V.  Bdsall,  8  Wend.  460. 
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miiBt  be  8et  up  when  she  brings  ber  action  for  tbe  recovery  of  tbe 
part  assigned  to  ber.^ 

9.  It  was  intimated  by  tbe  court  in  an  early  case,  tbat  notice  of 
tbe  time  of  admeasuring  tbe  dower  is  not  requisite.'  It  seems, 
boweyer,  tbat  notice  of  tbe  proceedings  of  tbe  commissioners  sbould 
be  given  to  tbe  owners  of  tbe  premises,  or  to  tbeir  gnardians  if 
SQcb  owners  are  minors.'  Bat  wbere  tbe  admeasnrers  met  at  tbe 
bouse  of  tbe  beir  and  requested  bim  to  sbow  tbe  premises,  and  be 
refused  to  bare  anytbing  to  do  witb  tbe  business,  tbis  was  beld  a 
sufficient  notice  in  tbe  first  instance,  and  a  waiver  of  furtber  notice.^ 

10.  Tbe  commissioners  are  to  obey  tbe  order  under  wbicb  tbey 
act,  and  bave  no  power  to  decide  upon  tbe  widow*s  rigbt  in  tbe 
land.  And  tberefore,  wbere  tbe  order  directs  tbem  to  set  off  one- 
tbird  of  certain  premises,  tbey  bave  no  rigbt  to  confine  tbeir 
admeasurement  to  one-sixtb,  upon  tbe  ground  tbat  tbe  busband 
was  entitled  to  only  one-balf  of  tbe  land.^  Nor  are  tbey  autborised 
to  make  a  deduction  in  consequence  of  any  conveyance  of  land 
made  by  tbe  husband  to  tbe  wife  daring  tbe  marriage.^  But  as  to 
tbe  manner  of  making  tbe  assignment,  they  have  tbe  same  powers 
tbat  a  sheriff  possesses  under  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  in 
dower/ 

11.  At  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  tbe  date  of  tbe  eon* 
firmation  of  tbe  report  of  tbe  commissioners,  tbe  admeasurement 
becomes,  unless  appealed  from,  binding  and  conclusive  as  to  the 
loccUion  and  extent  of  tbe  widow's  rigbt  of  dower,  on  the  parties 
who  applied  for  tbe  same,  and  on  all  parties  to  whom  notice  baa 
been  given  as  provided  by  tbe  statute.^  But  tbe  proceedings  have 
no  other  ^ect ;  tbey  are  no  evidence  of  title  in  tbe  widow,  nor  do 
they  preclude  any  person  from  controverting  her  right  to  dower. 
If,  after  tbe  admeasurement,  tbe  widow  bring  ejectment  to  recover 
possession  of  the  part  assigned  to  ber,  tbe  validity  of  ber  claim,  tbe 

1  If  Alter  of  Watkiiis,  9  John.  245 ;  Hyde  v,  Hyde,  4  Wend.  630  \  Parlu  v.  Hardey, 
4  Bradf.  15.    See  ch.  vi.,  {  16. 
>  Matter  of  Watkins,  9  John.  245. 
s  Crary,  Special  Proceedings,  8.    See  9  How.  Pr.  R.  71 ;  23  Wend.  632,  633. 

*  Matter  of  Watldns,  9  John.  245. 

*  Coatee  v,  Gbeever,  1  Cow.  460.  *  Hyde  v.  Hyde,  4  Wend.  630. 

f  Coatet  V,  Gbeever,  1  Cow.  460;  White  v.  Story,  2  Hill,  543.  See  the  obsenra^ 
tiooe  of  the  coart  in  the  Matter  of  Watkins,  9  John.  245. 

*  2  R«T.  Stat.  491,  {  17;  Jacksoa  v.  Hixon,  17  John.  123;  Bont  v.  Griffin,  9 
Wend.  307  ;  Parks  v.  Hardey,  4  Bradf.  15. 
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title  of  her  hnsband,  his  seizin,  and  her  marriage,  may  all  be  con- 
troverted and  tried.^ 

12.  Massaehiuetts.  The  ordinance  of  the  colonial  government  in 
1641,^  directed,  that  when  the  husband  or  parents  died  intestate, 
the  county  court  of  that  jurisdiction  where  the  party  had  his  last 
residence,  should  have  power  to  assign  to  the  widow  such  part  of 
his  estate  as  they  should  adjudge  just  and  equal,  and  also  to  assign 
and  divide  to  the  children,  their  several  parts  and  portions.  But 
this  was  regarded  rather  as  a  provision  for  an  allowance  of  suste- 
nance, than  for  an  assignment  of  dower;  for  as  soon  afterwards  aa 
1647,'  provision  was  made  for  the  assignment  of  dower  as  at  com- 
mon law,  by  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  widow/ 

18.  Under  the  provincial  government  established  by  the  charter 
of  William  and  Mary,  the  probate  courts  succeeded  to  the  county 
courts  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  goods  and  effects  of  deceased  per- 
sons ;  and  the  general  court,  by  the  statute  of  distributions  enacted 
in  1692,^  empowered  judges  of  probate  ^Ho  order  and  make  a  just 
distribution  of  the  surplusage,  or  remaining  goods  and  estate,  as 
well  real  as  personal,"  in  the  manner  therein  directed.  This  dis- 
tribution was  to  be,  ^^  one-third  part  of  the  personal  estate  to  the 
wife  of  the  intestate  for  ever,  besides  her  dower  or  thirds  in  the 
houses  and  lands  during  life,  where  such  wife  shall  not  be  otherwise 
endowed  before  marriage ;  and  all  the  residue  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  by  equal  portions  to  and  among  his  children.  .  .  The 
division  of  houses  and  lands  to  be  made  by  five  sufficient  free- 
holders upon  oath,  or  any  three  of  them,  to  be  appointed  and  sworn 
by  the  judge  for  that  end."  This  was  construed  to  be  an  authority 
to  assign  dower,  either  as  a  part  in  the  distribution  of  the  real 
estate,  or  as  a  reservation  therefrom  in  the  distribution  among  the 
heirs.  For,  by  a  posterior  act,*  judges  of  probate  were  directed  and 
empowered,  when  they  made  out  their  warrants  for  the  division  of 
any  real  estate,  or  for  setting  off  the  widow's  thirds,  to  direct  a 
separation,  where  it  lay  in  common  with  the  estate  of  any  other 
person. 

1  Matter  of  Watkins,  9  John.  245 ;  Jackson  v.  Randall,  5  Cow.  16S ;  Jackson  v. 
Waltermlre,  Ibid.  299;  Jackson  v.  Dewitt,  6  Cow.  316;  Parks  v.  Hardev,  4  Bradf. 
15.  See  Borst  v.  Griffin,  9  Wend.  3C7;  Ward  v.  Kilts,  12  Wend.  137 ;  Wood  v. 
Seelj,  32  N.  Y.  105 ;  ante,  ch.  yL,  {  16. 

s  2  Mass.  SUt.  App.  p.  967.  '  Ibid.  p.  964.  ^  See  ante,  ch.  Yi.|  {  7. 

»  4  Will,  k  Mary,  c.  2 ;  2  Mass.  Stat.  App.  p.  969. 

•  2  Mass.  Stat.  App.  p.  981. 
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14.  In  the  revision  of  the  ancient  provincial  acts,,  made  after 
the  reyolation,  hy  the  legislature  of  the  commonwealth,  what 
regarded  the  distribution  of  the  estates  of  intestates,  was  chiefly 
comprised  in  the  statute  of  1783,  c.  86,  directing  the  descent  of 
intestate  estates,  and  empowering  the  judge  of  probate  to  make 
partition  in  certain  cases.  By  that  statute,  lands  and  tenements 
descended  to  and  among  the  children,  or  the  legal  representatives 
of  deceased  children ;  or  to  collateral  heirs,  when  there  were  no 
children  or  descendants  of  the  intestate.  But  it  was  declared,  that 
'^the  widow  of  the  deceased  shall  in  all  cases  be  entitled  to  her 
dower,  and  to  a  recovery  of  the  same  in  the  manner  as  the  law 
directs."  And  after  the  payment  of  debts,  the  probate  judge  of 
the  county  was  to  cause  the  residue  to  be  divided,  and  partition 
thereof  to  be  made  to  and  among  the  children  or  heirs,  as  the  law 
directed.  And  that  this  was  intended  as  an  authority  to  assign 
dower,  appears  from  the  eleventh  section  of  the  same  statute, 
which  contains  a  provision  similar  to  that  before  recited.  Judges 
of  probate  were  directed,  when  they  made  out  their  warrants  for 
the  division  of  the  real  estate  among  the  heirs,  or  for  the  assigning 
of  dower,  to  direct  the  commissioners  to  sever  the  real  estate  from 
any  estate  of  another  person  with  which  it  lay  in  common. 

15.  In  remarking  upon  these  enactments,  Sewall,  J.,  said:^  ^'It 
iSy  I  believe,  by  these  indirect  and  implied  provisions,  that  judges  * 
of  probate  have  exercised  the  authority  of  assigning  dower  to  the 
widows  of  intestates.  And  when  restricted  to  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments of  which  the  intestate  died  seised,  and  to  a  partition  between 
the  widow  and  descendants,  or  to  the  widow  and  collateral  heirs  of 
the  intestate,  and  to  cases  where  no  contest  is  suggested,  the  pro- 
eess  for  the  purpose  is  both  economical  and  convenient.  And 
under  such  circumstances  it  may  be  considered  as  a  jurisdiction  by 
which  the  judge  of  probate  affords  its  aid  and  sanction  to  an  assign- 
ment of  dower,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  concerned.  But  in 
contested  cases,  and  especially  where  the  intestate  was  not,  at  his 
death,  the  tenant  of  the  fee,  where  his  heirs  have  no  interest  or 
concern  in  the  assignment  of  dower ;  and  where  strangers,  not  pre- 
sumed to  be  conusant  of  the  proceedings  in  the  probate  court,  have 
the  whole  interest  and  property,  subject  to  the  claim  of  dower ; 
where  the  probate  court  is  incompetent  to  any  other  purpose  of 

1  In  Sheafe  v.  0*Neil,  9  Mass.  9,  (1812). 
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partition,  a  jurisdiction  to  assign  dower  wonld  be  as  inexpedient  as 
it  is  unnecessary.  It  would  also  be  contrary  to  the  principles  of 
common  justice  to  consider  proceedings  for  such  a  purpose  as  con* 
elusive  against  a  stranger  to  the  administration  of  the  deceased's 
effects,  holding  the  estate  under  a  title  obtained  from  him  in  his 
lifetime.  For  such  a  case,  a  writ  of  dower  is  the  suitable,  and  the 
only  adequate  remedy,  after  a  demand  made,  and  a  refusal  to 
assign." 

16.  In  accordance  with  the  views  above  expressed,  it  is  now 
settled  law  in  Massachusetts,  that  a  judge  of  probate  has  no 
authority  to  assign  dower  except  in  cases  where  the  husband  died 
seized ;  and  a  mortgage  by  the  husband  is  regarded  as  such  a  con- 
veyance as  will  deprive  the  probate  court  of  jurisdiction.^  Nor  has 
that  court  power  to  assign  dower  where  the  right  of  the  widow  is 
disputed  by  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  husband.'  But  under  the 
revised  statutes,  if  the  husband  die  in  possession  of  an  estate  mort* 
gaged  by  him,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  have  dower  assigned  to  her 
upon  petition  to  the  probate  court,  provided  no  objection  is  made 
by  the  mortgagee,  or  by  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  husband.'  So 
an  assignment  of  dower  by  that  court,  in  lands  under  mortgage,  is 
valid  against  an  heir  who  consents  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  making 
no  objection,  although  such  heir  also  claims  under  an  assignment 

•  from  the  mortgagee.^ 

17.  The  statute  directs  that  the  dower  may  be  assigned  in  what- 
ever counties  the  lands  lie,  by  the  probate  court  of  the  county  in 
which  the  estate  of  the  husband  is  settled ;  and  the  court  shall  for 
that  purpose  issue  a  warrant  to  three  discreet  and  disinterested 
persons,  authorizing  them  to  set  off  the  dower  by  metes  and  bounds 
when  it  can  be  so  done  without  damage  to  the  whole^  estate.^  In 
appointing  the  commissioners,  the  probate  judge  is  not  confined  to 
freeholders  of  the  county  where  the  husband  last  dwelt.®  If  there 
be  a  regular  record  in  the  probate  court  of  an  assignment  of  dower, 
such  assignment,  in  the  absence  of  proof  either  way,  will  be  pre- 


1  Sheafe  v,  O'NeU,  9  MaBS.  9  ]  Raynham  v.  Wilmarth|  13  Met.  414 ;  Rer.  Stat. 
KasB.  c.  60,  12  1-3 ;  Gton.  Stat.  Mass.  c.  90,  {  3. 

>  Ibid. 

'  Henrj's  case,  4  GuBh.  267 ;  Mass.  Bev.  Stat.  c.  60,  {  3 ;  Oen.  Stat  Mait.  c 
90,  {  3. 

*  Draper  v.  Baker,  12  Cash.  288.  ^  €kn.  Stat  MasB.  c.  90,  {  3. 

•  MiUer  v.  liiller,  12  Mass.  454. 
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Bimied  to  bave  been  made  with  the  knowledge  and  npon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  widow.^ 

18.  Maine,  The  statnte  of  Maine,  like  that  of  Massachusetts, 
empowers  the  jndge  of  probate  for  the  county  in  which  the  hus- 
band's estate  is  settled,  to  issue  his  warrant  to  three  commissioners 
for  the  assignment  of  dower  to  the  widow  in  the  lands  of  which  her 
husband  died  seiied,  when  her  right  is  not  disputed  by  the  heirs  or 
devisees.'  And  where  no  question  is  made  concerning  the  regular- 
ity of  the  proceedings  in  the  probate  court,  and  no  appeal  is  taken^ 
the  decree  of  that  court  is  final.'  But  an  assignment  of  dower 
under  the  statute,  binds  only  the  heirs  and  devisees  of  the  husband, 
and  those  claiming  nnder  them,  and  they  alone  have  a  right  to 
appeal  therefrom.^  In  order  to  render  the  assignment  effectual, 
the  commissioners  should  make  return  of  their  proceedings  ;^  but 
if  the  widow  enter  into  possession  of  the  premises  assigned  by  them, 
and  hold  the  same  without  objection  for  many  years,  the  court  will 
infer  that  the  assignment  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  heirs, 
and  if  it  be  not  inequitable,  will  not  disturb  it  merely  because  there 
was  no  return.* 

19.  Penmyhania.  In  Pennsylvania,  provision  is  made  by 
statute  for  the  partition  of  intestates'  estates  by  the  orphans'  court,^ 
and  it  seems  that  in  all  cases  where  the  husband  dies  seised  and 
possessed  of  the  lands  of  which  dower  is  claimed,  that  court 
alone  has  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  determine  and  set  out  the 
portion  of  the  widow.^  But  where  the  husband  was  seised  as  tenant 
in  common,*  or  was  not  in  actual  possession  of  the  lands  at  the  time 
of  his  death  although  invested  with  the  legal  title,^®  the  orphans' 
eourt  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  partition  between  the  widow  and 
children  of  the  intestate,  and  in  such  oases  the  widow  may  proceed 


1  Tilson  V,  Thompson,  10  Pick.  359. 

*  Key.  Stet  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {{  3,  4  ,*  French  v.  Crosby,  23  Maine,  276. 

*  Bent  •.  Weeks,  44  Maine,  45.  «  Barton  v.  Hinds,  46  Maine,  121. 

*  Anstitt  V.  Aostin,  50  Maine,  74.  •  Ibid. 
V  See  Pardon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  pp.  292-297. 

"  Thomas  •.  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60,  68.  See  Bratton  o.  Mitchell,  7  Watts,  113.  The 
interest  of  the  widow  in  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seised,  it  called 
matmiarjf  dower.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zx.,  {{  18,  19. 

*  Brown  v,  Adams,  2  Whart  188  ;  Bmns  v.  Bvans,  9  Barr,  190. 

»  Galbraith  v.  Green,  13  8.  &  B.  85 ;  Thomas  v.  Simpson,  3  Barr,  60,  68-t; 
Evans  v.  Bvans,  29  Pa.  St  (5  Gasej),  277. 
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by  the  common  law  action  of  dower.^    Nor  has  the  orphans'  eonrt 
power  to  assign  common  law'  dower  in  any  case.* 

20.  Vermont.  In  this  State,  the  widow,  or  the  execntor,  admin- 
istrator, heir,  or  other  person  entitled  to  the  estate,  may,  at  any 
time  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  make  application  to  the  pro* 
bate  court  to  have  the  dower  assigned,  and  the  court  is  required, 
upon  such  application  to  appoint  three  disinterested  freeholders  as 
commissioners,  who  are  directed  to  proceed  and  set  out  the  dower 
by  metes  and  bounds,  where  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the 
estate.  When  their  return  has  been  accepted  by  the  court,  and 
entered  of  record,  and  an  attested  copy  recorded  in  the  office  of 
the  town  clerk,  the  dower  is  to  remain  fixed  and  certain.^  Pro- 
yisiqn  is  also  made  for  the  assignment  of  dower  in  proceedings  in 
partition.^ 

21.  The  probate  court  has  exclusiye  jurisdiction,  under  the 
statute  above  referred  to,  of  proceedings  for  the  assignment  of 
dower ;  and  if  the  dowress  claim  to  have  a  special  rule  of  apportion- 
ment, that  court  alone  can  establish  such  rule  in  her  favor.  But 
if  the  probate  court  assign  dower  generally,  in  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, without  determining  the  proportion  which  the  widow  shall 
pay  towards  the  incumbrance,  it  is  equivalent  to  saying  it  shall  be 
in  proportion  to  her  estate ;  and  the  court  of  chancery  has  jurisdic- 
tion, upon  a  bill  brought  by  the  dowress  for  that  purpose,  to  deter- 
mine the  proportion  which  she  should  pay,  upon  the  general  rule 
of  equity  in  such  cases,  except  so  far  as  the  parties  may  have  varied 
that  rule  by  an  agreement  executed  at  the  time.* 

22.  Where  dower  has  been  assigned  by  the  probate  court,  a 
person  not  interested  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  but  claiming  by 
paramount  title,  can  not  appeal.^ 

28.  Connectietit.  The  statute  of  Connecticut  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  heirs,  or  persons  entitled  to  the  estate,  within  sixty  days 
after  the  death  of  the  husband,  to  apply  to  the  court  of  probate  in 
the  district  where  the  will  was  proved,  or  administration  granted. 


1  See  ante,  ch.  tL,  {{  10-13.  >  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xx,^  {  20. 

•  Bradfords  v.  Kents,  43  Pa.  St.  (7  Wright),  474;  Shaffer  v.  Shaffer,  60  Pa.  St 
(14  Wright),  394. 

^  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.  p.  412,  {  7 ;  p.  413,  {  8.  As  early  at  in  1779,  a  snmmaiy 
remedy  was  provided  in  this  State  for  the  assignment  of  dower  in  the  probate  coori. 
Term.  SUte  Papers,  pp.  339,  342, 360. 

>  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  420,  {  13. 

*  Danfonh  v.  Smith,  23  Verm.  247.  ^  Hemmenway  v.  Corey,  16  Verm.  235. 
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to  have  dower  assigned  to  the  widow ;  the  assignment  is  to  he  made 
hy  three  judicious  and  disinterested  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the 
court.  In  case  the  heirs,  or  persons  entitled  to  the  estate  neglect 
to  make  application,  the  court,  on  complaint  of  the  widow,  is 
required  to  appoint  commissioners  to  set  out  the  dower.  In  either 
case,  the  doings  of  the  commissioners,  when  returned  to  the  court 
and  accepted  by  it,  shall  ascertain  and  establish  such  dower,  and 
all  persons  concerned  shall  be  concluded  thereby.^ 

24.  Rhode  Island,  In  Rhode  Island,  any  court  of  probate 
which  has  granted  letters  of  administration,  or  letters  testamentary 
on  the  estate  of  any  deceased  person,  has  power,  upon  the  joint 
application  of  the  widow  of  the  deceased  and  of  all  the  heirs  at 
law  or  devisees  having  the  next  immediate  estate  of  freehold^  and 
all  persons  interested  in  all  or  any  of  the  lands  lying  within  the 
State  which  belonged  to  the  deceased  during  his  intermarriage, 
whereof  such  widow  is  dowable,  to  cause  her  dower  therein  to  be 
assigned  to  her.  When  such  application  is  made,  the  court  shall, 
in  the  first  instance,  decree  in  what  manner  the  dower  ought  to  be 
assigned  in  the  premises  described  in  the  application,  whether  by 
metes  and  bounds,  or  in  some  certain  and  special  manner.  Any 
person  aggrieved  by  the  decree  may  appeal ;  but  if  no  appeal  be 
made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  or  if  the  parties  within  that 
time,  waive,  in  writing,  their  right  to  appeal,  the  decree  shall  be 
final.  Upon  rendering  the  decree,  the  court  shall  appoint  three 
disinterested  men,  who  shall  exercise  the  same  duties  and  powers, 
and  proceed  in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the  same  restrictions, 
as  though  they  were  appointed  to  set  off  jower  in  an  action  of 
dower ;  and  upon  their  report  being  made  to  the  court,  like  pro- 
ceedings shall  be  had  thereon,  and  with  the  same  effect,  as  in  an 
action  of  dower.  But  no  damages  for  the  detention  of  dower  shall 
be  allowed  on  such  application ;  nor  shall  any  appeal  be  had  from 
a  decree  affirming  the  report  of  the  commissioners.' 

25.  Delaware.  By  the  Delaware  statute,  dower  may  be  assigned 
by  the  orphans'  court  of  the  county  where  the  land  lies,  upon  the 
petition  of  the  widow,  or  of  any  party  interested,  by  the  like  pro- 


1  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  382,  {  18.  See,  also,  p.  499,  {{  4e,  47 ;  p.  504,  {  59.  An  act 
for  the  speedy  assignment  of  dower  in  the  probate  coart,  was  adopted  in  1796. 
But.  Conn.  (1796,)  p.  147. 

s  Ber.  Stat.  B.  L  1857,  p.  505,  J]  16-18  ;  p.  506,  {  19. 
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oeediDgs,  and  in  the  same  manner  as  is  by  law  provided  in  the  case 
of  intestate  estates.^ 

26.  New  Jeney.  The  New  Jersey  statute  authorises  any  widow 
entitled  to  dower  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seised,  or  the 
heirs,  or  the  guardian  of  any  minor  children  entitled  to  any  estate 
in  such  lands,  or  any  purchaser  thereof,  to  apply  by  petition  to  the 
orphans'  court  of  the  county  where  the  estate  is  situate,  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  set  off  the  dower.  The  petitioner 
is  required  to  give  twenty  days  previous  notice,  in  writing,  to  the 
persons  interested,  and  to  the  guardian  (if  any)  of  minor  children, 
of  the  intended  application ;  the  notice  must  be  served  personally, 
or  by  leaving  it  at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  the  person  entitled 
thereto ;  if  the  party  is  a  non-resident  of  the  State,  notice  may  be 
given  by  publication.  These  requisitions  being  complied  with,  the 
court  is  directed  to  appoint  three  discreet  and  disinterested  free- 
holders of  the  county  to  make  the  assignment.  The  report  of  the 
commissioners,  if  approved,  is  to  be  entered  at  large  by  the  surro- 
gate in  the  records  of  his  office,  and  is  made  conclusive  upon  the 
persons  concerned  unless  set  aside  or  reversed.  Where  the  lands 
lie  in  two  or  more  counties,  it  is  made  lawful  for  the  ordinary,  or 
surrogate-general,  to  appoint  commissioners  to  set  off  the  dower 
therein.* 

27.  New  Sampshire*  In  this  State,  dower  may  be  assigned  by 
the  probate  court.'  The  probate  judge  is  authorised  to  cause  the 
dower  and  share  of  the  widow,  and  the  shares  of  any  or  all  of  the 
heirs  or  devisees  in  the  real  estate  of  any  person  deceased,  or  any 
part  of  it,  to  be  divided  and  assigned  to  them  in  severalty,  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  interests.^ 

28.  A  report  by  three  out  of  five  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  probate  judge  to  assign  dower,  if  accepted  by  him,  constitutes 
a  valid  assignment,  though  nothing  in  the  report  or  on  the  record 
shows  that  the  other  two  acted.^ 

29.  Maryland.  In  Maryland,  provision  is  made  for  the  assign- 
ment of  dower  by  the  court  of  chancery.^    In  proceedings  for 


1  Del.  Stat.  1829,  p.  164,  {  2 ;  p.  168,  {  6 ;  Del.  ReT.  Code,  1852,  p.  292,  {  16. 
See  Layton  v.  Bailer,  4  Hairing.  507. 

*  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  211,  {{  1*7-20;  p.  212,  {  21. 

*  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  420,  {  3.    See  p.  521,  {7.  «  Ibid.  p.  424,  {  1. 
^  Boniham  v.  Porter,  4  Foster,  570.           *  See  ante,  ch.  vii.,  {{  14, 15. 
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partition,  if  there  be  a  widow  entitled  to  dower,  the  commisBioners 
appointed  to  make  partition  are  required  to  lay  off  the  dower  before 
they  divide  the  lands.^ 

80.  Virginia.  The  statute  of  Virginia  provides,  that  upon 
the  motion  of  the  heirs  or  devisees,  or  of  any  of  them,  the  court 
in  which  the  will  of  the  husband  is  admitted  to  record,  or  adminis- 
tration of  his  estate  is  granted,  may  appoint  commissioners,  by 
whom  the  dower  of  the  widow  may  be  assigned ;  and  the  assign- 
ment, when  confirmed  by  the  court,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if 
made  by  the  heir  at  common  law.' 

81.  Ohio.  In  Ohio,  the  statute  directs  that  the  application  of 
the  widow  for  an  assignment  of  dower,  shall  be  by  petition  in 
chancery.'  But  in  proceedings  by  executors  or  administrators  for 
the  sale  of  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  if  the  widow  of  the  decedent  is 
entitled  to  dower  therein,  the  commissioners  appointed  to  appraise 
the  land  must  first  set  out  the  dower.  If  the  estate  will  not  admit 
of  division,  the  dower  is  to  be  assigned  specially,  of  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  the  lands  appraised  subject  ther||;o.^  In  proceedings 
for  partition,  a  widow  entitled  to  dower  must  be  made  a  party ; 
and  the  commissioners  who  make  the  partition  are  required  to  set 
off  to  her  the  share  to  which  she  is  entitled.* 

82.  It  has  been  held,  that  where  the  wife  joins  her  husband  in 
a  mortgage  containing  a  renunciation  of  dower,  a  sale  of  the  land 
by  the  administrator  of  the  husband  for  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
extinguishes  the  right  of  dower  in  the  land,  and  transfers  an  unin- 
cambered  title  to  the  purchaser.* 

83.  A  mortgage  was  executed  by  S.  and  J.,  his  wife,  to  A.  Upon 
the  decease  of  S.  his  administrator  filed  a  petition  for  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  of  S.,  including  as  a  part  of  the  real  estate,  the 
premises  mortgaged;  alleging  that  A.  held  a  mortgage,  and  making 
him  and  the  widow  and  heirs  of  S.  parties  defendant,  and  farther 
alleging  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower.  A.  was  duly  served 
with  process ;  dower  for  the  whole  real  estate  was  assigned  in  that 
portion  of  the  premises  which  was  covered  by  the  mortgage ;  sale 

1  1  Md.  Code,  p.  341,  {  62.  >  Va.  Code,  1849,  p.  4*75,  {  6. 

s  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  by  Swaa  k  Critchf.  p.  620,  {  9.  Bat  see  Amendatory  Act  of 
Ifareh  9,  1866,  63  Ohio  LawB,  p.  33. 

A  1  Bev.  SUt  Ohio,  by  Swan  k  Critcbf.  p.  592,  {  138 ;  p.  594,  {  147 ;  p.  595, 
{  149. 

•  Ibid.  p.  898.  •  St.  Clair  v,  Morris,  9  Ohio,  15. 
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was  made  of  the  same,  subject  to  the  dower  assigned,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  paid  to  A. ;  and  the  residae  sold,  free  of  dower.  It 
was  held,  on  petition  of  A.,  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  thatJie  was 
concluded,  as  against  the  widow,  in  respect  to  the  dower  assigned 
to  her.^ 

84.  Illinois.  In  this  State,  the  heirs,  or  if  under  age,  their 
guardians,  or  any  other  persons  interested  in  the  real  estate,  may 
petition  the  court  to  have  the  widow's  dower  assigned.'  And  eyery 
woman  having  a  right  of  dower  not  assigned,  is  required  to  be 
made  a  party  to  proceedings  for  partition.' 

85.  Michigan.  In  Michigan,  when  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower 
in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seised,  and  her  right  is  not 
disputed  by  the  heirs  or  devisees,  or  by  any  person  claiming  under 
them,  it  may  be  assigned  to  her,  in  whatever  counties  the  lands 
may  lie,  by  the  judge  of  probate  for  the  county  in  which  the  estate 
of  the  husband  is  settled,  upon  application  of  the  widow,  or  any 
other  person  interested  in  the  lands  ;  notice  of  which  application 
shall  be  given  to  sjch  heirs,  devisees,  or  other  persons,  in  such 
manner  as  the  judge  of  probate  may  direct.  For  the  purpose  of 
assigning  such  dower,  the  judge  shall  issue  his  warrant  to  three 
discreet  and  disinterested  persons,  authorizing  and  requiring  them 
to  set  off  the  dower,  when  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the 
whole  estate.  If  the  return  of  the  commissioners  is  accepted  and 
recorded,  and  an  attested  copy  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  register 
of  deeds  of  the  county  where  the  lands  are  situate,  the  dower  is 
to  remain  fixed  and  certain  unless  the  confirmation  is  reversed  or 
set  aside  on  appeal.^ 

86.  In  Wtseonsifiy'^  MinveBota^^  and  Oregon^  the  statutory  regu- 
lations in  force  on  this  subject,  are  identical  with  those  adopted  in 
Michigan,  as  shown  in  the  preceding  section. 

87.  Kentucky.  In  Kentucky,  dower  may  be  assigned  by  the 
county  court  on  the  application  of  the  widow  or  heirs,  or  of  any 
other  person  who  holds  a  legal  interest  in  the  lands.'    But  that 

1  Affleck  V.  Snodgraas,  8  Ohio  St.234.  >  1  Stat.  lU  1858,  p.  156,  2  3^* 

s  Ibid.  p.  160,  {  3.  See  Tibbs  v.  Allen,  27  lU.  119;  Francisco  v.  Hendricks,  28 
ni.  64. 

«  2  Gomp.  Stat  Mich.  1857,  p.  851,  {  8 ;  p.  852,  22  9,  10. 

>  Rev.  SUt.  Wis.  1858,  p.  546,  {{  8,  9;  p.  647,  2  10. 

•  Stat.  Minn.  1868,  p.  408,  22  ^-^O*    See  p.  489,  2  3. 

T  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  22  8>10. 

B  Shields  v.  Batts,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  12,  15;  Smith  o.  Maxwell,  3  Litt.  471.  See  2 
Rot.  Stat.  Ky.,  by  Stanton,  ch.  67. 
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• 

court  has  no  jarisdiction  to  assign  dower,  except  in  cases  where  the 
hosband  died  seized  and  the  right  of  dower  is  not  contested.^  So 
where  the  husband  dies  possessed  of  an  eqaity  only,  the  county 
court  can  not  make  the  assignment.'  But  where  he  has  acquired 
a  right  to  the  land  by  adverse  possession,  the  county  court  may 
assign  the  dower.'  And  if  an  assignment  be  made  without  authority, 
yet  if  the  parties  concerned,  by  long  acquiescence  adopt  it,  it  will 
bind  them  and  their  alienees.^  So  where  an  assignment  was  made 
by  the  county  court  before  it  had  Acquired  jurisdiction,  and  the 
premises  set  off  were  held  according  to  the  assignment  in  good 
faith,  for  many  years,  it  was  determined  that  on  the  discovery  of 
the  defect,  the  chancellor  would  confirm  what  had  been  thus  done 
without  authority/ 

88.  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Morgan,'  that  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  for  the  assignment  of  dower,  is  primd 
facie  evidence  of  a  lawful  application;  and  that  the  minutes  of  the 
court  need  not  show  upon  whose  application  the  appointment  was 
made;  but  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Smith  v.  Maxwell,^  the  point 
was  otherwise  determined.  So  it  has  been  decided,  that  as  the 
jurisdiction  of  county  courts  in  proceedings  for  dower,  is  special, 
their  records  must  show  every  fact  required  by  the  statute.^  But 
the  court  of  appeals  can  not  decide  that  a  county  court  erred  in 
quashing  the  report  of  an  allotment  of  dower,  when  the  record  does 
not  show  upon  what  evidence  it  acted.* 

89.  It  was  held  in  Stevens  v.  Stevens,^®  that  an  allotment  of 
dower  in  the  county  court,  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  operating  as  a 
general  notice,  and  that  no  other  notice  is  necessary.  But  in  Hol- 
derman  v.  Holdermqn,"  it  was  decided,  that  under  the  act  of  1811," 
notice  must  be  given  to  all  persons  interested,  of  the  application 
for  the  assignment  of  dower,  a.nd  also  of  any  change  proposed  to 
be  made  in  the  commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose. 

1  Rintch  V,  Canningbam,  4  Bibb,  462 ;  Hawkins  v.  Page,  4  Moo.  i36  ;  WillianiB  «. 
WiUiamB,  1  J.  J.  Manb.  105 ;  Tajlor  v.  Lusk,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  636 ;  Stevens  v.  Sterens, 
3  Dana,  371 ;  Marphey  v.  Murpbey,  7  B.  Kon.  232  ;  Garris  v,  Garris,  Ibid.  461. 

s  Hawkins  v.  Page,  4  Mon.  136.  >  Ibid. 

*  Robinson  v.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88  ;  8.  o.  2  B.  Mon.  284. 

^  Wood  V,  Lee,  6  Mon.  50.  *  Willianis  v,  Morgan,  1  Litt.  167. 

V  Smith  V,  Maxwell,  3  LiU.  471.  *  Steyens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371. 

*  Smith  V.  Smith,  6  Dana,  179. 

>*  Stevens  v,  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371.    See,  also,  Rintch  «.  Onnningham,  4  Bibb,  462. 
u  Holdermanv.  Holderman,  6  B.  Mon.  384.  i*  Stat  Laws,  1071. 
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40.  Where  an  order  appointing  commissioners  to  assign  dower 
has  been  set  aside,  and  other  commissioners  appointed  in  their 
place,  any  report  the  commissioners  first  appointed  may  thereafter 
make  will  be  void,  and  can  not  be  rendered  valid  by  the  court 
approving  and  ordering  it  to  be  recorded.^  Bat  the  power  of  the 
county  court  over  the  report  of  the  commissioners  ceases  with  the 
term  at  which  it  was  ordered  to  record ;  and  where  a  report  has 
been  made,  confirmed,  and  ordered  to  be  recorded,  the  court  can 
not  set  it  aside  at  a  subsequent  term.' 

41.  Mississippi.  By  the  statute  of  Mississippi,  any  widow  claim- 
ing dower  may  file  her  petition  in  the  probate  court  of  the  county 
where  her  husband  shall  have  usually  dwelt  next  before  his  death, 
setting  forth  the  nature  of  her  claim,  and  particularly  specifying 
the  lands  of  which  she  demands  dower,  and  praying  that  her  dower 
may  be  allotted  to  her;  whereupon  the  court  shall  order  a  summons 
to  the  executor  or  administrator,  and  the  heirs  or  devisees,  or  their 
guardians,  if  they  be  minors,  returnable  to  the  next  term  of  the 
court;  and  upon  the  return  of  the  process  executed,  shall  proceed 
to  hear  the  petition;  and  if  the  petition  be  granted,  the  court  shall 
issue  a  writ,  directed  to  the  sheriiT  of  the  county,  commanding  him 
to  summon  three  discreet  freeholders,  not  connected  with  the  parties 
by  consanguinity  or  affinity,  and  entirely  disinterested,  who,  upon 
oath  to  be  administered  by  the  sherilT,  shall  allot  and  set  off  by 
metes  and  bounds  to  the  widow  her  dower  in  the  lands  of  her 
deceased  husband,  and  the  sheriff  shall  put  her  in  possession  of  the 
same.  And  when  she  has  claim  to  dower  in  lands  lying  in  different 
counties,  she  may  proceed  in  the  same  way,  in  the  probate  court  of 
the  county  in  which  such  lands  lie,  and  may  recover  as  above  pro- 
vided. In  case  the  widow  is  executrix  or  administratrix,  and  also 
guardian  to  the  children,  if  there  be  any,  then  no  summons  shall 
be  necessary,  unless  there  be  adult  heirs  and  devisees  also.  The 
sheriff  and  commissioners  are  required  to  make  their  report  to  the 
court,  and  the  same  is  directed  to  be  recorded.^ 

42.  Any  heir,  or  other  person  having  an  interest  or  share  in  the 
lands  of  the  decedent,  may,  in  like  manner,  petition  the  probate 

1  Smith  V.  Mazwell|  3  Litt.  4*71.  Commissioners  to  assign  dower  ought  to  be 
sworn  before  thej  act;  if  ttot  sworn  until  afterwards,  the  proceeding  will  be  erro- 
neous, but  not  void.    Hawkins  v.  Craig,  6  Mon.  264. 

*  Holderman  o.  Holderman,  3  B.  Mon.  532. 

*  Rev.  Code  Missis.  1867,  p.  469,  art.  173. 
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court  of  any  countj  in  which  such  lands  lie,  to  have  the  widow's 
dower  assigned  to  her,  in  case  she  shall  fail  or  refuse  to  make  appli- 
cation therefor  in  a  reasonable  time ;  and  in  such  cases  a  summons 
shall  be  served  on  the  widow,  as  well  as  other  persons  interested; 
and  the  court  shall  hear  the  petition,  and  order  the  allotment  of 
dower,  as  though  the  widow  had  applied.^ 

48.  By  yirtue  of  these  proyisions,  the  probate  court  has  full  juris- 
diction in  proceedings  for  the  assignment  of  dower.'  And  where 
the  widow  proceeds  in  that  court,  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
husband  are  the  only  proper  parties  to  the  petition.'  And  they 
are  the  only  persons  who  can  contest  her  right  to  dower  in  such 
proceeding.^  If  there  be  proof  of  marriage,  of  the  seizin  of  the 
husband  during  the  coverture,  of  non-alienation  on  the  part  of  the 
wife,  and  of  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  widow,  as  against  his 
representatives,  will  be  entitled  to  dower.  As  to  them  the  judg- 
ment will  be  binding  and  conclusive.^  But  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  probate  court  to  adjudicate  upon  conflicting  rights,  in  proceed- 
ings for  dower;  and  therefore,  a  stranger  who  would  resist  the 
claim  of  the  widow  on  the  ground  of  paramount  title  in  himself, 
can  not  be  heard  in  that  court ;  but  must  resort  to  his  appropriate 
legal  remedy  after  the  allotment  is  made.*  If  litigants  submit  the 
question  of  title  to  the  probate  court,  and  permit  a  decision  to  be 
made  without  objection,  such  consent  will  confer  no  jurisdiction, 
and  the  judgment  will  be  void.^  Nor  has  that  court  jurisdiction  to 
enter  into  an  inquiry  whether  a  widow  applying  for  dower  has 
tortiously  appropriated  property  of  her  husband,  and  on  that  account 
is  not  entitled  to  dower.® 

44.  The  probate  court  is  not  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject of  dower  by  the  fact  that  the  property  of  which  the  widow  seeks 
to  be  endowed,  is  in  the  adverse  possession  of  another.*    In  such 

1  BeT.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  4*70,  art  175. 

>  Rudolph  V.  Doss,  3  How.  205 ;  Garuthers  v.  Wilson,  1  S.  ft  IC.  527 ;  Bisland  «. 
Howett,  11  8.  k  M .  164 ;  Gaillaret  v,  Bernard,  7  S.  ft  K.  316. 

•  James  «.  Rowan,  6  8.  ft  M.  393;  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  8.  ft  IC.  164. 
«  Pickens  v.  Wilson,  13  S.  ft  M.  691. 

»  James  v.  Rowan,  6  8.  ft  M.  393 ;  Pickens  v,  Wilson,  13  8.  ft  IC.  691. 

•  Pickens  v.  Wilson,  13  8.  ft  M.  691 ;  Ware  «.  Washington,  6  8.  ft  M.  737 ;  James 
V,  Rowan,  Ibid.  393 ;  Holloman  v,  Holloman,  5  8.  ft  M.  559. 

•  Holloman  v,  Holloman,  5  8.  ft  K.  659. 

•  Garuthers  v.  Wilson,  1  8.  ft  M.  527. 

•  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  8.  ft  M.  164 ;  Pickens  v.  Wilson,  13  8.  ft  M.  691. 
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case,  the  court  will  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  in  possession; 
nor  will  his  appearance  and  answer  confer  such  jurisdiction.^  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  court,  however,  to  allot  the  dower  to  the  widow, 
and  leave  the  adverse  claimant  to  contest  her  right  in  the  courts 
having  power  to  determine  such  controversies.^  But  a  decree  of 
the  probate  court  awarding  dower  will  not  be  binding  upon  one 
claiming  by  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  husband ;'  and  this  even 
though  he  appear  and  answer  in  the  case.^  Upon  the  allotment  of 
dower  in  lands  claimed  by  and  in  the  possession  of  a  third  party  by 
alleged  paramount  title,  the  remedy  of  the  dowress  is  to  assert  her 
right,  and  recover  possession  by  ejectment ;  and  if  the  widow  be  in 
possession,  the  claimant's  redress  is  by  like  remedy.  In  such  pro- 
ceeding, the  claims  of  the  respective  parties  will  be  considered  in 
a  great  degree  as  if  no  decree  of  the  probate  court  had  been  pro- 
nounced.* 

45.  An  order  allotting  dower  at  the  instance  of  the  widow,  made 
without  notice,  is  void,  and  is  no  bar  to  the  right  of  any  one.^  And 
where  the  widow  is  the  executrix  or  administratrix  of  her  deceased 
husband,  if  she  obtain  a  judgment  or  decree  for  dower,  without 
giving  notice  of  the  filing  of  her  petition  by  an  advertisement  in 
one  of  the  newspapers  published  in  the  State  nearest  to  her  resi- 
dence, such  judgment  or  decree  will  not  be  binding.^  Objection  to 
the  pleadings  must  be  taken  before  trial  on  the  merits,  or  the  appel- 
late court  will  not  inquire  into  their  irregularity.^  And  where  the 
widow  enters  into  a  second  marriage,  and  afterwards  files  her  peti- 
tion for  dower  in  her  own  name,  without  joining  her  husband,  this 
will  not  render  the  proceeding  void;  but  if  an  exception  were  urged 
at  the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  manner,  it  might  defeat  the 
action.^    Where  an  order  for  publication  is  entered  by  the  probate 

1  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  S.  &  M.  164. 

s  Farmers  &  Mech.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  b  8,  k  M.  112 ;  HoUoman  v,  HoUoman,  Ibid. 
559. 

s  Farmers  k  Mech.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  6  S.  &  M.  112 ;  HoHoman  v,  HoUoman,  Ibid. 
559 ;  James  v.  Rowan,  6  S.  &  M.  393  ;  Bisland  v,  Hewett,  11  8.  &  M.  164;  Pickens 
V.  Wilson,  13  S.  k  M.  691: 

«  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  S.  &  M.  164. 

>  James  v.  Rowan,  6  8.  kU,  393  ;  Bisland  v.  Hewett,  11  S.  A  M.  164  ;  Pickens  v. 
Wilson,  13  S.  k  M.  691 ;  Farmers  k  Mech.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  5  S.  &  M.  112;  HoUo- 
man V,  HoUoman,  Ibid.  559.    See  Ware  v,  Washington,  6  S.  &  M.  737. 

*  Farmers  k  Mech.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  5  S.  &  M.  112. 

*  Mairhead  v.  Muirhead,  23  Missis.  97. 

*  Wooldridge  v,  Wilkins,  3  How.  360.  •  Turner  v.  Morris,  27  Missis.  733. 
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court,  on  the  filing  of  a  petition  for  dower,  it  will  be  presumed,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  publication 
was  made.^    A  bill  of  review  can  not  be  filed  in  the  probate  court.' 

46.  Alabama.  In  Alabama,  any  widow  claiming  dower,  may  file 
her  petition  in  the  circuit  or  county  court,  in  the  county  where  the 
husband  usually  dwelt  next  before  his  death,  setting  forth  the  nature 
of  her  claim,  and  particularly  specifying  the  lands  of  which  she 
demands  dower^  and  praying  that  her  dower  may  be  allotted  to  her ; 
whereupon  the  court  shall  issue  a  writ  to  the  sherifi*,  commanding 
him  to  summon  five  discreet  freeholders,  as  commissioners,  connected 
with  the  parties  neither  by  consanguinity  nor  affinity,  and  entirely 
disinterested,  who,  upon  oath  shall  allot  and  set  oflf  by  metes  and 
bounds  to  the  widow,  one-third  part  according  to  quantity  and 
quality  of  all  the  lands  of  which  she  is  dowable,  situate  in  the 
county,  and  shall  put  her  in  possession  of  the  same ;  when  she  is 
entitled  to  dower  in  lands  lying  in  dilTerent  counties,  she  may  pro- 
ceed in  the  circuit  or  county  court  of  the  county  where  such  lands 
lie.  The  statute  directs,  that  the  proceedings  upon  the  petition 
shall  be  summary ;  and  the  court  shall,  at  their  first  term  when 
such  petition  is  filed,  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  same,  as 
to  them  shall  seem  just  and  right.  But  the  petitioner  for  dower  is 
required  to  give  ten  days  previous  notice  to  the  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, by  serving  them  with  a  copy  of  the  petition ;  and  where 
there  are  no  executors  or  administrators,  or  where  they  do  not  reside 
in  the  county  of  the  residence  of  the  widow,  or  where  the  widow  is 
the  executrix  or  administratrix,  she  must  give  notice  by  publication.' 

47.  The  probate  court  has  jurisdiction  to  assign  dower  in  lands 
of  which  the  husband  died  seized.^  But  an  allotment  of  dower  can 
not  be  made  under  the  statute  except  in  cases  where  it  can  be 
designated  by  metes  and  bounds.^    Neither  the  orphans'  court  nor 


1  Randolph  v.  Doss,  3  How.  205. 

'  Farmers  k  Kecb.  Bk.  v.  Tappan,  5  S.  &  M.  112. 

s  Clay's  Ala.  Dig.  p.  173. 

«  Thrasher  v.  Pinckard,  23  Ala.  616 ;  Sherard  v.  Sherard,  33  Ala.  488 ;  Martin  «. 
Kartin,  22  Ala.  86;  Owen  v.  Slatter,  26  Ala.  547.  See  Nance  v.  Hooper,  11  Ala. 
552 ;  Barney  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901.  An  appeal  lies  from  a  decree  of  the  probate 
court  giying  a  widow  a  certain  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  land  sold  in  lieu  of  dower. 
Sherard  v,  Sherard,  33  Ala.  488.  See  ch.  xxiii.,  {  10  ;  ch.  iziv.,  {{  1,2.  The  code, 
{  2396,  requiring  non-residents  to  give  security  for  costs,  does  not  apply  to  a  petition 
for  dower  in  the  probate  court.    Forrester  v.  Forrester,  35  Ala.  594. 

*  Barney  o.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901. 
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the  circait  court  possesses  power  under  the  statute  to  award  damages 
to  the  widow  upon  an  allotment  of  dower.  The  court  of  chancery 
is  alone  competent  to  extend  such  a  measure  of  relief.^  Nor  can 
the  widow  recover  mesne  profits  in  the  probate  court.'  And  when 
application  is  made  for  an  allotment  of  dower  and  distribution  of 
the  personal  estate,  in  the  county  court  which  has  possession  of  the 
will  by  probate,  and  the  will  is  inconsistent  with  such  claim,  there 
is  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  to  act  upon  the  petition, 
unless  the  fact  of  dissent  from  the  will  is  shown  affirmatively.' 

48.  In  the  exercise  of  its  summary  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
of  dower,  the  court  of  probate  has  no  equity  jurisdiction,  but  pro- 
ceeds according  to  the  rules  of  law ;  so  that,  if  the  demandant 
have  a  legal  right  to  dower  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  allot  it, 
irrespective  of  considerations  which  are  purely  of  equitable  cog- 
nizance. Nor  has  that  court  jurisdiction  to  go  into  an  inquiry 
whether  the  lands  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  were  purchased  by 
the  deceased  husband  with  money  obtained  by  him  from  a  woman 
with  whom,  after  a  voluntary  separation  between  him  and  the 
demandant,  he  had  contracted  a  supposed  marriage,  and  with  whom, 
as  his  lawful  wife,  he  lived  until  his  death.^ 

49.  The  statutory  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  probate,  upon  the 
allotment  of  dower,  is  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and  the 
proceedings  must  therefore  conform  to  the  statute  in  every  essential 
particular.^  The  widow  can  not  proceed  against  several  alienees 
of  the  husband  by  the  same  petition.*  Her  petition  must  set  forth 
the  nature  of  the  claim,  and  specify  the  lands  of  which  she  seeks 
to  be  endowed,  and  aver  that  they  lie  in  the  county  where  the 
petition  is  filed.  It  must  allege  the  marriage,  the  seizin  of  the 
husband  during  the  coverture,  and  his  death.  It  must  also  show 
whether  the  deceased  died  testate  or  intestate ;  who  are  his  heirs ; 
who  his  personal  representatives,  if  any ;  and  who  the  tenants  of 
the  freehold ;  the  record  must  also  show  that  the  necessary  parties 
are  before  the  court.^    An  allegation  in  the  petition   that  the 

1  Weaver  v,  Crenshaw,  6  Ala.  873;  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Ala.  329. 
s  Slatter  v.  Meek,  35  Ala  528.  *  McLeod  v.  McDonnel,  6  Ala.  236. 

<  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86. 

^  Ibid. ;  Thrasher  v.  Pinckard,  23  Ala.  616 ;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19;  Barney 
V.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901. 
*  Barnej  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901.    See  cb.  yi.,  {{  21-25. 
t  Aik.  Dig.  p.  133,  2  5;  Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  166;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter, 


OH.   YIII.]  8UMMART  PROOBEDIN0S.  188 

demandant  is  the  widow  of  the  decedent,  is  not  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment of  their  marriage.^  So  an  allegation  that  the  decedent  died 
in  the  county  in  which  the  petition  is  filed,  ^^  seized  and  possessed 
of  the  following  lands,"  is  not  a  sufficient  averment  that  the  lands 
are  situated  in  the  county.'  So  an  allegation  that  certain  named 
persons  ^'  are  his  only  legitimate  children,"  is  not  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment that  they  are  the  only  heirs  at  law  of  the  decedent.^  But 
when  a  petition  for  dower  is  defective  for  want  of  the  proper  par- 
ties and  necessary  allegations,  it  may  be  amended ;  and  in  such 
case,  the  appellate  court  will  not  dismiss  the  petition,  but  will 
remand  the  cause,  that  the  proper  amendments  may  be  made.^  And 
when  dower  is  assigned  out  of  adjoining  lands  lying  in  contiguous 
counties,  the  party  at  whose  instance  it  is  done,  can  not  afterwards 
complain  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  an  allotment 
out  of  the  county/  So  an  assignment  of  dower,  though  irregu- 
larly made,  to  which  the  wife  has  given  her  assent,  will  be  obliga- 
tory upon  her ;  especially  if  she  has  taken  possession  of  the  lands 
allotted  to  her,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  she  has  been  over- 
reached by  fraud.* 

60.  Upon  petition  by  the  widow,  her  right  to  dower  may  be 
ascertained  by  the  court,  those  claiming  adversely  being  cited  to 
contest  it ;  and  when  the  allotment  is  made,  she  is  to  be  put  into 
actual  possession.^  Notice  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  that 
he  may  contest  the  claim  of  the  demandant,  and  public  notice  in 
the  gazette,  if  the  demandant  be  herself  the  executrix  or  adminis- 
tratrix, or  there  be  no  tenant  in  possession,  or  the  person  claiming 
the  fee  be  not  in  reach  of  process,  are  necessary  parts  of  the  pro- 
ceeding.^ It  seems,  however,  that  the  executor  or  administrator 
is  not  constituted  a  defendant  to  protect  the  rights  of  those  who 
claim  an  interest  in  the  freehold ;  nor  will  those  interested  be  con- 
cluded by  his  action,  or  by  his  failure  to  act.'  The  heir,  or  terre- 
tenant,  is  required  to  be  notified ;  and  any  defence  which  he  could 

19;  Barnej  v,  Frowaer,  9  Ala.  90L ;  Afartin  v,  Martin,  22  Ala.  86.    See  Earle  «. 
Jacan,  7  Ala.  474. 
1  Martin  v,  Martin,  22  Ala.  86.  >  Ibid.  *  Ibid.  «  Ibid. 

*  Adams  v.  Barron,  13  Ala.  206. 

*  Johnson  v.  Neil,  4  Ala.  68.    See  ch.  iv.,  22  ^^i  3^* 
f  Barney  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901. 

»  Claj's  Dig.  173,  J  6;  Aik.  Dig.  132 ;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19;  Barney  v. 
Frowner,  9  Ala.  901.    See  Earle  v,  Jazan,  7  Ala.  474. 

*  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19. 
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make  to  the  claim  of  the  widow  if  8he  proceeded  at  law,  will  be 
available  to  him  under  the  summary  proceeding.^  But  the  executor 
or  administrator  may  show  cause  against  the  claim  of  the  demand- 
ant to  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  husband,  by  making 
known  that  the  estate  is  not  finally  settled ;  or  that  there  are  out- 
standing debts ;  or  by  showing  any  claim  he  may  have  under  the 
will ;  or  that  the  land  is  a  term,  and  not  a  freehold ;  but  for  any 
other  purpose  he  has  no  right  to  contest  the  claim  of  the  widow, 
and  will  be  considered  a  mere  volunteer.^  Nevertheless,  when  he 
has  been  cited  by  process  of  the  court  to  appear  and  contest  the 
claim  of  the  widow,  he  can  not  be  amerced  in  the  costs.' 

51.  Notice  of  the  time  of  the  confirmation  of  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  is  not  necessary.  If  any  injury  is  done  by  such 
confirmation,  a  motion  should  be  made  in  the  saipe  court  to  set  it 
aside.^ 

52.  One  not  a  party  to  a  proceeding  in  the  county  court  upon 
a  petition  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower,  can  not  prosecute  a 
writ  of  error  to  reverse  the  judgment.  It  seems  that  the  proper 
remedy  for  a  person  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
in  such  a  case,  is  to  remove  it  by  certiorari  to  the  circuit  court.'^ 

53.  The  statute  providing  a  summary  remedy  for  the  recovery 
and  assignment  of  dower,  is  cumulative,  merely,  and  does  not 
exclude  all  other  modes ;'  nor  is  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of 
chancery  afiected  thereby.^ 

54.  North  Carolina.  In  North  Carolina,  any  widow  claiming 
dower,  may  file  her  petition  in  the  county  court,  or  superior  court 
of  the  county  where  her  husband  usually  dwelt,  setting  forth  the 
nature  of  her  claim,  and  describing  the  lands  of  which  she  seeks 
to  be  endowed,  and  praying  that  her  dower  may  be  assigned.  It 
is  made  the  duty  of  the  court  thereupon  to  issue  a  writ  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  lands  are  situate,  commanding  him 
to  summon  twelve  freeholders,  .unconnected  with  the  parties  by 
consanguinity  or  aflSnity,  and  entirely  disinterested,  who,  upon  oath, 
shall  allot  to  the  widow  the  portion  to  which  she  is  entitled.  In 
case  the  lands  lie  in  several  counties,  the  court  shall  issue  a  writ  to 

^  Barney  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901  \  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19. 

*  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19.  '  Ibid. 

*  Adams  v.  Barron,  13  Ala.  205.  b  Earle  v.  Jazan,  7  Ala.  474. 

*  Johnson  v,  Neil,  4  Ala.  166 ;  Owen  v.  Slatter,  26  Ala.  547. 

^  Owen  V.  Slatter,  26  Ala.  547.     See  Slatter  v.  Meek,  36  Ala.  528. 
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the  sheriff  of  the  oonnty  wherein  the  petition  is  filed;  and  he  may 
snmmon  a  jury  from  any  or  all  the  counties  in  which  the  lands  are 
situate,  who  shall  allot  the  widow  her  dower  in  all  the  lands.  The 
statute  further  provides,  that  the  proceedings  shall  be  summary ; 
and  that  the  court  shall,  at  the  first  term  when  the  petition  is  filed, 
hear  and  determine  the  application  as  shall  seem  just  and  right. 
The  heirs  and  devisees  are  entitled  to  ten  days  previous  notice,  and 
must  be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  petition.^ 

55.  If  the  widow  be  entitled  to  dower  in  lands  situate  in  North 
Carolina,  and  also  in  lands  in  other  States,  and  she  can  not  obtain 
an  assignment  without  Buit,  if  her  husband  was,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  a  resident  of  North  Carolina,  or  not  a  resident  of  either  of 
the  States  in  which  his  lands  lie,  and  in  this  last  case,  the  most 
valuable  part  of  his  lands  shall  be  in  North  Carolina,  then  the 
widow  may  proceed  and  obtain  her  dower  in  all  the  lands  of  her 
deceased  husband  lying  in  North  Carolina  and  in  other  States  as 
above  mentioned,  in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the  same  rules, 
regulations  and  restrictions,  as  are  prescribed  for  obtaining  parti- 
tion of  lands  devised  or  descended  to  any  persons  as  tenants  in 
common  when  such  lands  lie  in  North  Carolina  and  in  other  States 
as  above  set  forth.' 

56.  Although  the  statute  gives  to  the  widow  a  more  direct  and 
summary  remedy  than  the  writ  of  dower  at  common  law,  it  does 
not  deprive  courts  of  equity  of  their  jurisdiction  over  the  subject ; 
on  the  contrary,  the  intention  was  to  furnish  a  cumulative  remedy, 
and  the  widow  has  an  election  to  proceed  in  either  mode.' 

57.  It  is  sufficient  to  allege  in  the  petition,  that  the  husband 
died  seised  of  the  lands.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  heirs 
entered  as  heirs,  nor  to  set  forth  deeds  executed  by  the  husband 
to  them  in  his  lifetime,  and  allege  that  they  were  fraudulent  as  to 
the  widow.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  if  made  by  the  answer  and 
replication,  whether  he  died  seized  or  not,  the  question  of  fraud  will 
arise.^ 

58.  Where  an  allotment  of  dower  was  made  without  previous 

1  Bey.  Code  N.  G.  1855,  p.  601,  {  2 ;  p.  602,  {  4.  Assignment  of  dower  in  an 
eqnitj  of  redemption  may  be  bad  by  a  summary  proceeding  under  this  statute. 
Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357,  359. 

s  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  602,  {  7. 

s  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 

«  McGee  v,  McGee,  4  Ired.  L.  105 ;  Littleton  v.  Littleton,  1  Dev.  &Bat.  327  ;  Nor- 
wood 0.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  k  B.  442. 
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notice  to  the  heir,  who  was  an  infant,  it  was  held,  that  whatever 
might  be  the  right  of  the  heir  or  those  claiming  ^nder  him,  to 
reverse  or  set  aside  the  assignment,  it  was  nevertheless  good  against 
a  stranger,  when  accompanied  with  seven  years  possession.^ 

59.  In  a  proceeding  under  the  statute  by  the  widow,  the  suit  is 
at  an  end  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  awarding  dower.'  And 
where  the  jury  have  made  a  report,  and  that  report  has  been  con- 
firmed, the  heirs  can  not,  at  a  subsequent  term,  file  a  petition  to 
set  aside  the  assignment.  If  there  be  error  in  the  proceedings,  the 
redress,  if  any,  is  in  another  form.* 

60.  ArkatiBai.  The  statute  of  Arkansas^provides,  that  if  dower 
be  not  assigned  to  the  widow  within  one  year  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  or  within  three  months  after  demand  made  therefor, 
she  may  file  in  the  court  of  probate,^  her  petition,  setting  forth  a 
description  of  the  lands  of  which  she  claims  dower,  and  their  prob- 
able value.  The  heirs,  or  persons  holding  the  reversion,  (and  if 
they  be  minors,  then  their  guardians),  and  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, must  be  made  defendants.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  petition, 
the  clerk  is  required  to  issue  a  summons  directed  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  county  where  the  defendants  reside,  requiring  him  to  summon 
them  to  appear  at  the  next  term  of  the  court  and  answer  the  peti- 
tion, and  show  cause,  if  they  can,  why  the  dower  claimed,  or  any 
part  thereof,  shall  not  be  assigned  to  the  widow.  If  the  summons 
be  served  fifteen  days  before  the  term  at  which  it  is  made  return- 
able, the  petition  shall  be  heard  and  determined  at  that  term, 
unless,  for  good  cause  shown,  the  court  grant  a  continuance.  If 
the  summons  be  served  within  fifteen  days  of  the  term,  the  cause 
shall  be  heard  and  determined  at  the  succeeding  term ;  but  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  it  may  be  tried  at  the  first  term.  Formal  pleadings 
are  not  required.  The  petition  is  to  be  taken  for  confessed  against 
such  of  the  defendants  as  fail  to  answer  within  the  first  three  days 
of  the  term  to  which  the  summons  is  made  returnable.  If,  upon 
the  hearing,  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  is  entitled 
to  dower,  a  decree  shall  be  made,  ordering  such  dower  to  be  laid 

>  Rayner  v,  Gapehart,  2  Hawks,  375.      *  Stiner  v.  Gawtborn,  4  Dev.  k  B.  501. 

*  Bowers  v.  Bowers,  8  Ired.  L.  247. 

*  Gourts  of  equitj  are  not  ousted  hj  ibis  statute  of  their  ancient  jurisdiction  in 
proceedings  for  dower.  When  the  lands  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  lie  in  different 
counties,  or  compUcated  accounts  are  to  be  settled  between  the  parties,  chancery  is 
the  appropriate  tribunal.    Menifee  v.  Menifee,  3  English,  9. 
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off.^  The  allotment  is  to  be  made  by  three  commissioners  appointed 
by  the  court ;  their  return,  when  approved  and  entered  of  record, 
18  made  conclusive  on  the  parties.  When  the  lands  lie  in  different 
counties,  a  petition  must  be  filed  in  each  county  where  they  are 
situate.'  If  the  defendants  reside  in  different  counties,  the  petition 
Bhould  state  the  fact ;  and  in  such  case,  a  summons  is  to  be  issued 
to  each  county  in  which  any  of  them  reside.  Non*resident  defend- 
ants are  required  to  be  brought  in  by  publication.' 

61.  Missouri.  The  mode  of  procedure  by  the  widow  to  obtain 
an  assignment  of  dower  in  this  State,  has  been  already  shown.^  If 
the  widow  delay  making  her  application,  any  heir,  legatee,  or  the 
guardians  of  such  as  are  minors,  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  lands, 
or  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased,  or  any  creditor  of 
the  widow,  and  after  her  marriage,  any  creditor  of  her  husband,  or 
any  other  person  having  an  interest  in  the  lands,  may  apply  by 
petition  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  county  wherein  the  principal 
messuage  is  situate ;  or  if  there  be  no  such  messuage,  then  in  any 
county  in  which  any  of  the  lands  lie,  for  the  assignment  of  dower, 
giving  twenty  days  notice  in  writing  of  the  application  to  the  widow, 
by  personal  service,  or  by  copy  left  at  her  usual  place  of  abode. 
Upon  due  proof  of  notice,  the  court  is  required  to  appoint  three 
commissioners  to  assign  the  dower.  The  statute  forbids  any  judg- 
ment for  damages  upon  such  application ;  and  the  costs  are  to  be 
apportioned  among  the  parties  concerned  according  to  their  respec- 
tive interests.' 

62.  J^ansas.  In  Kansas,  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  Mis- 
Bouri  statute  have  been  adopted,  and  are  in  force.* 

63.  Tennessee.  In  Tennessee,  the  county  court  at  any  of  its 
sessions,  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  circuit  and  chancery 
courts,  of  applications  for  dower .^     Before  making  the  application. 


1  An  appeal  lies  to  the  circuit  coart  from  the  decree  of  the  probate  court.  Hill 
V.  Mitchell,  5  Ark.  608. 

*  The  coart  of  probate  of  one  county  has  no  jurisdiction  to  assign  dower  in  lands 
in  another  county.    Grabtree  v.  Grabtree,  5  Ark.  638. 

*  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  455,  {{  33-42 ;  p.  457,  H  43-47. 
^  See  ch.  vi.,  2  19,  and  ch.  \fi.,  {  14. 

»  1  Re7.  StoL  Misso.  1856«  p.  676,  {  38 ;  p.  677,  {  39.  As  to  the  mode  of  proceed- 
ing when  the  widow  and  children  of  an  intestate  desire  partition  and  an  assignment 
of  dower,  see  2  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  ch.  119,  {2  54-62. 

*  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  483,  22  27,  28. 

T  No  appeal  lies  from  the  county  court  to  the  circuit  court  upon  an  order  of  the 
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the  widow  is  required  to  give  to  the  personal  representatiye,  if  one 
has  been  appointed,  and  to  the  heirs  and  devisees  resident  in  the 
State,  five  days  notice  in  writing,  of  her  intended  application ;  and 
if  there  be  any  minor  interested,  his  guardian  must  be  notified  ;^ 
and  if  no  guardian  has  been  appointed,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  act  as  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  minor.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  give  notice  to  non-residents ;  but  non-residents  interested  in  the 
estate  are  allowed  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  application  for 
dower  within  which  to  move  a  rehearing  of  the  cause ;  of  which 
motion  the  personal  representative,  and  heirs  or  devisees  resident 
in  the  State,  shall  have  five  days  notice  in  writing.' 

64.  The  widow  may  make  application  verbally,  or  in  writing,  to 
any  one  of  said  courts,  in  the  county  where  her  husband  last  resided 
before  his  death,  for  the  appointment  of  two  freeholders  or  house- 
holders of  the  county,  unconnected  by  aflBnity  or  consanguinity  with 
those  interested  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  to  allot  and  set  apart, 
in  connection  with  the  county  surveyor,  or  his  deputy,  or  any  com- 
petent person  to  act  as  surveyor,  to  the  applicant,  her  dower 
according  to  law.  The  proceedings  upon  such  applications,  are 
summary,  and  the  statute  directs  that  they  shall  be  heard  and 
determined  at  the  first  term  after  notice.' 

65.  The  clerk  of  the  court  shall,  within  forty  days  after  the 
adjournment,  deliver  to  the  surveyor  a  copy  of  the  order,  and 
thereupon  he  shall  notify  the  two  commissioners  of  the  time  and 
place,  to  be  designated  by  himself,  of  laying  ofi*  the  dower ;  before 
entering  upon  which  duty,  the  surveyor  shall  administer  to  them 
an  oath  for  the  true  and  faithful  performance  of  the  same.  Should 
any  of  the  lands  of  which  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  be  endowed, 
lie  out  of  the  county  where  the  application  is  made,  the  commis- 
sioners, if  so  directed  in  the  order  of  the  court,  shall  take  them  into 
the  estimate.     They  are  also  required,  in  their  report,  to  exhibit  a 

former  awarding  dower,  and  appointing  commissioners  to  allot  the  same.  If  such 
proceeding  be  contested,  the  contestants  have  no  right  of  appeal  until  the  final 
disposition  of  the  matter  bj  the  county  court.  Rutherford  v.  Richardson,  1  Sneed, 
609. 

1  Tn  a  proceeding  to  have  dower  assigned,  where  there  are  minor  children  of  the 
intestate,  the  proper  practice  after  notice  of  such  proceeding  to  the  minors,  is  for 
their  guardian  to  answer  and  make  true  and  proper  defences,  if  any  exist.  The  ser- 
vice of  notice  upon  the  guardian,  and  his  failure  to  make  defence,  does  not  authorize 
an  order  pro  eonfuso  against  the  infants.    Rutherford  v.  Richardson,  1  Sneed,  609, 

s  Code  Tenn.  1858,  p.  474,  H  2407-2410.  *  Ibid.  {{  2411-2413. 
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plat  of  the  dower,  and  to  plainly  set  forth  the  same  by  metes  and 
bounds,  where  the  dower  can  be  so  assigned ;  and  if  their  report  is 
confirmed,  the  clerk  shall  enter  it  in  full  with  the  plat  on  the  records 
of  the  court.     The  costs  are  to  be  paid  by  the  applicant.^ 

66.  WhencTer  heirs  petition  for  a  partition  of  lands  in  which  the 
widow  is  entitled  to  dower,  the  dower  shall  first  be  allotted,  upon 
motion  or  petition,  before  the  partition  is  decreed.' 

67.  Georgia.  By  the  Act  of  December  21,  1889,'  the  superior 
courts  of  Georgia  have  power,  upon  the  written  application  of  any 
person  entitled  to  dower,  to  appoint  five  discreet  freeholders  of  the 
county  in  which  the  application  is  made,  and  cause  to  be  issued  a 
writ  devised  and  framed  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  direct- 
ing such  freeholders,  or  a  majority  of  them,  to  assign  the  dower. 
But  such  application  can  not  be  made  until  the  expiration  of  three 
months  after  the  death  of  the  person  to  whom  the  lands  belonged. 
The  Act  of  February  21,  1850,^  provides,  that  it  shall  be  sufBcient 
for  the  applicant  to  give  the  representative  of  the  estate  twenty 
days  written  notice  of  the  intended  application. 

68.  Under  the  statute  of  December  7,  1824,  in  case  any  person 
interested  shall  deny  the  righ^  of  the  applicant  to  dower,  (the 
grounds  of  which  denial  shall  be  plainly  and  distinctly  set  forth  in 
writing),  the  court  shall  order  an  issue  to  be  made  up,  and.  the 
same  shall  be  tried  by  a  special  jury  at  the  same  term,  unless  it 
shall  appear  to  the  court  that  a  continuance  should  be  granted, 
which  may  be  allowed  for  one  term,  and  no  longer.  And  it  is 
declared,  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  shall  be  final  and  conclusive 
between  the  parties/ 

69.  The  persons  appointed  to  set  out  the  dower  are  required,  in 
every  case,  to  give  to  the  parties  in  interest  ten  days  notice,  if  they 
reside  within  the  State,  and  if  they  reside  without  the  State,  two 
months  notice,  in  one  of  the  public  gazettes,  of  the  time  and  place 
of  making  the  assignment.*  They  are  also  directed  to  return  their 
proceedings  to  the  court  at  the  term  next  ensuing  that  at  which 
the  writ  was  granted,  there  to  remain  of  record;  and  their  action 
in  the  premises  is  to  be  conclusive  upon  all  the  parties  concerned, 
unless  some  person  interested  shall  show  a  good  and  probable  cause 

1  Code  Tenn.  1858,  p.  474,  {{  2415-2418.  '  Ibid.  {  2414. 

t  Cobb's  Kew.  Dig.  pp.  229,  230.  «  Ibid.  p.  231. 

»  Ibid.  p.  228,  2  2.  •  Ibid.  p.  229,  {  5. 
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in  bar  of  the  confirmation  of  the  assignment,  or  that  the  applicant 
is  not  entitled  to  so  much  as  has  been  assigned ;  in  which  case  the 
court  shall  permit  an  issue  to  be  made  up  and  tried  by  a  special 
jury  without  delay ;  and  if  the  jury  shall  find  in  favor  of  the  return 
and  assignment  already  made,  the  same  shall  stand  confirmed;  but 
if  they  shall  find  against  it,  the  court  shall  forthwith  award  another 
writ,  directing  a  new  assignment,  which  shall  be  executed  and 
returned  as  before  directed.^ 

70.  When  the  lands  in  which  dower  is  claimed  are  situate  in  dif- 
ferent counties,  application  must  be  made  in  the  manner  above 
pointed  out,  to  the  superior  court  in  each  of  such  counties;  and  the 
writs  granted  shall  only  extend  to  the  laying  off  and  assigning 
dower  in  the  lands  situate  in  the  county  in  which  the  application 
is  made.^ 

71.  It  was  held,  in  Chapman  v.  Schroeder,'  that  on  the  applica- 
tion of  a  demandant  for  dower  under  the  act  of  1824,  the  owner  of 
the  lands  is  such  a  party  in  interest  as  the  statute  contemplates 
shall  be  notified  of  the  intended  application.  And  where  there  are 
two  representatives  of  an  estate,  both  of  whom  reside  in  the  county 
and  are  included  in  the  notice  by  the  widow,  both  should  be  served.^ 
The  notice  is  void  unless  it  be  given  in  her  name.' 

72.  Florida.  In  Florida,  the  widow  may  file  her  petition  for 
dower  in  the  circuit  court  or  probate  court  of  the  county  where  her 
husband  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death.  A  writ  is  to  issue  to  the 
sheriff,  commanding  him  to  summon  five  disinterested  freeholders 
to  assign  the  dower  and  put  the  widow  in  possession  of  the  same. 
When  the  lands  lie  in  different  counties,  she  may  proceed  in  each 
of  the  counties  in  which  they  are  situate.  The  proceeding  is  to  be 
summary.  Ten  days  previous  notice  must  be  given  to  the  executors 
or  administrators  by  serving  them  with  a  copy  of  the  petition ;  and 
where  there  are  no  executors  or  administrators,  or  where  they  do 
not  reside  in  the  same  county  with  the  widow,  or  where  the  widow 
is  the  executrix,  notice  is  to  be  given  by  publication.* 

78.  Iowa.  By  the  act  of  April  8,  1862,^  the  right  of  dower  as 
at  common  law  is  abolished,  and  it  is  provided  that  in  lieu  thereof, 
one-third  in  value  of  all  the  real  estate  in  which  the  husband  at 


1  Cobb's  New  Dig.^  p.  228,  2  4-  '  Ibid.  {  3. 

*  Chapman  o.  Scbroeder,  10  Geo.  321.         *  Rogers  v.  Hoskins,  14  Geo.  16. 
»  Ibid.  *  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  186,  {2  ^i  2* 

T  Laws  of  Iowa,  1862,  pp.  173-6.    See  Tol.  i.,  cb.  11.,  2  36. 
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any  time  during  the  marriage  had  a  legal  or  equitable  interest, 
irhich  has  not  been  sold  on  execution  or  other  judicial  sale,  to 
which  the  wife  has  made  no  relinquishment  of  her  right,  shall, 
under  the  direction  of  the  court  be  set  apart  by  the  executor  or 
administrator,  or  heir,  as  her  property  in  fee  simple,  on  the  death 
of  the  husband,  if  she  survive  him. 

74.  The  share  thus  allotted  to  the  widow  may  be  set  off  by  the 
mutual  consent  of  all  the  parties  interested,  when  such  consent  can 
be  obtained ;  or  it  may  be  set  off  by  referees  appointed  by  the  court. 
The  application  for  admeasurement  by  referees  may  be  made  at 
any  time  after  twenty  days,  and  within  ten  years  after  the  death 
of  the  husband,  and  must  specify  the  particular  tracts  in  which  the 
widow  claims  an  interest,  and  ask  the  appointment  of  referees.  The 
court  is  required  to  fix  the  time  for  making  the  appointment,  and 
to  direct  such  notice  to  be  given  to  all  the  parties  interested,  as  it 
deems  proper.^ 

75.  It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  referees  to  cause  the  widow's 
share  to  be  marked  off  by  metes  and  bounds,  if  the  estate  will 
admit  of  division,  and  to  make  a  full  report  of  their  proceedings  as 
early  as  practicable.  If  they  fail  to  obey  any  order  of  the  court, 
it  may  discharge  them  and  appoint  others  in  their  stead.  The 
court  may  confirm  the  report  of  the  referees,  or  it  may  set  it  aside 
and  refer  the  matter  to  the  same,  or  to  other  referees,  at  its  dis- 
cretion. Such  confirmation,  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  days,  unless 
appealed  from  according  to  law,  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  as 
to  the  admeasurement,  and  the  widow  may  bring  suit  to  obtain  pos- 
session of  the  land  thus  set  apart  to  her.  But  any  person  interested 
may  controvert  the  general  right  of  the  widow  to  the  share  thus 
admeasured.^ 


1  BerUion  of  1S60,  {{  2427-2429.  >  Ibid.  {{  2430-2434. 
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OF  THB  EYIDENOB  NECE88ART  TO  ESTABLISH  A  CLAIM   TO  DOWER. 


2  1.  Matters  to  be  prored. 
2-14.  Proof  of  the  marriage. 
15-18.  Proof  of  the  time  of  marriage. 


1 9-34.  Proof  of  seizin  by  the  husband. 
35-56.  Proof  of  the  husband's  death. 


Matters  to  be  proved. 

1.  The  demandant  in  a  proceeding  for  dower,  must,  unless. the 
issue  be  in  such  form  as  to  dispense  with  proof  on  one  or  more  of 
the  points  on  which  her  right  depends,  establish,  by  evidence,  her 
marriage  with  the  person  whose  widow  she  claims  to  be,  his  seizin 
during  the  coverture  of  such  an  estate  in  the  lands  as  entitles  her 
to  dower,  and  his  death* 

Proof  of  the  marriage.^ 

2.  Direct  proof  of  the  marriage  is  commonly  made  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  present  at  the  celebration,  or  by  an  examined  or 
certified  copy  of  the  register  of  the  marriage,  where  such  registration 
is  required  by  law,  with  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties.'  The 
sentence  of  a  spiritual  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in  affirmance 
of  a  marriage,  is  the  highest  evidence  of  it  in  the  temporal  courts.' 

8.  Direct  proof  of  marriage  is  not  required,  except  upon  the  trial 
of  indictments  for  polygamy  or  adultery,  or  in  actions  for  criminal 
conversation.  Nor,  except  in  these  instances,  is  it  necessary  to 
prove  any  license,  publication  of  banns,  or  compliance  with  any 


^  The  plea  ne  ungues  aeitH  admits  the  marriage,  and  where  it  is  interposed,  proof 
is  not  required.     Sheppard  v.  Wardell,  Coze,  452.    See  ch.  r.,  {19. 

*  For  a  full  exposition  of  the  law  relative  to  the  proof  of  identitj,  see  Hubback, 
Et.  of  Succes.  ch.  6.  It  has  been  held  that  ez  parte  affidavits  made  abroad  are  ad- 
missible to  prove  the  identity  of  parties  to  a  marriage.  Winder  v.  Little,  1  Yeates, 
152;  Douglass'  Lessee  v,  Sanderson,  Ibid.  15;  Lilly's  Lessee  v.  Eintzmiller,  Ibid. 
gS.  See,  also,  2  Dall.  117.  But  not  if  made  in  another  fitate.  Douglass  o.  Sander- 
son,  2  Dall.  116,  118. 

*  Hubback,  Bv.  Succes.  239;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  {461. 

(192) 
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Other  statute  formality,  unless  the  statute  expressly  require  it  as 
preliminary  evidence.^ 

4.  In  proceedings  for  dower,  the  proof  of  marriage  by  the  register, 
or  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  is  not  considered  the  only  best 
evidence  within  the  rule  which  requires  such  evidence  to  be  produced, 
or  its  non-production  accounted  for.  Notwithstanding  the  existence 
of  this  evidence,  marriage  may  be  proved  by  reputation  and  decla- 
rations,  and  may  also  be  presumed  from  circumstances.^ 

5.  Reputation  of  marriage  may  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of 
living  witnesses  speaking  to  the  existence  of  that  reputation,  by  the 
declarations  of  the  parties,  or  their  relatives,  if  deceased,^  and  by 
the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  of  third  persons  toward  them,  or  by 
other  facts  or  circumstances  indicative  of  belief  and  understanding 
on  the  subject.^ 

6.  The  declarations  of  the  husband  made  during  the  time  the 
parties  were  cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  affirming  the  marriage, 


1  Habb.  Bt.  Succes.  239;  2  Greenl.  Br.  {  461.     See  voW.,  ch.  vii.,  {{  35,  36. 

s  Yoang  v.  Foster,  U  X.  H.  114 ;  Steyens  v.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49 ;  Garter  v,  Parker, 
28  Maine,  509;  Barman  v.  Barman,  16  111.  85;  Fleming  v,  Fleming,  8  Blackf.  234; 
Tan  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577 ;  Spears  v.  Barton,  31  Missis.  547  ;  Martin  v, 
Martin,  22  Ala.  86 ;  Sellman  v.  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50;  Ford  v.  Ford,  4  Ala.  142; 
Chapman  v.  Cooper,  5  Rich.  L.  452 ;  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  John.  52  ;  Jackson  v.  Claw, 
18  John.  346 ;  Starr  o.  Peck,  1  BUI  (N.  Y.),  270 ;  Clayton  v,  WardeU,  4  Comst  230 ; 
Clements  v.  Bant,  1  Jones,  L.  400 ;  Cbeseldine  o.  Brewer,  1  Harris  k  McH.  152 ; 
Hants  V.  Sealj,  6  Binn.  405 ;  Chambers  v,  Dickson,  2  S.  &  R.  477  ;  Copes  v,  Pearce, 
7  Gill,  247  ;  Knower  v.  Wesson,  13  Met.  143 ;  Donnellj  v.  Donnelly,  8  B.  Mon.  113 ; 
StOTer  V.  Boswell,  3  Dana,  233  ;  Danbarton  o.  Franklin,  19  N.  H.  257 ;  Yates  v. 
Houston,  3  Texas,  433 ;  Woods  v.  Woods,  2  Bay,  476 ;  Stevenson  v,  McReary,  12  S. 
4  M.  9;  Taylor  v.  Robinson,  H  Shepl.  323;  Hicks  v.  Cochran,  4  Edw.  Ch.  107  ; 
Thorndell  v.  Morrison,  25  Pa.  St.  326 ;  Trimble  v.  Trimble,  2  Cart.  (Ind.)  76 ;  Ken- 
yon  V.  Ashbridge,  35  Pa.  St.  157 ;  Archer  v.  Haithcock,  6  Jones,  L.  421 ;  Chiles  v, 
Drake,  2  Met  (Ey.)  146;  Beard  v,  Travers.  1  Ves.  Sen.  313;  Read  v.  Passer,  1 
Peake,  N.  P.  C.  233;  Habb.  Ev.  Snc.  242;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  {462;  1  Ibid.  {  107. 
BWdence  of  repatation  and  of  declarations  is  admissible  against,  as  well  as  in  sup- 
port of  a  marriage.  Cooke  v.  Lloyde,  Peake's  Ev.  App.  Ixxiv. ;  Habb.  Ev.  Succes. 
256 ;  Copes  v.  Pearce,  7  Gill,  247. 

*  Though  on  a  question  of  marriage  and  legitimacyi  it  is  competent,  in  order  to 
proTO  an  heirship  asserted,  to  give  in  evidence  the  declarations  of  any  deceased 
member  of  thai  fiunily  to  which  the  person  from  whom  the  estate  descends  belonged, 
jet  it  is  not  competent  to  give  the  declarations  of  a  person  belonging  to  another 
family, — ^such  person  being  connected  with  the  person  from  whom  the  estate  descends 
only  by  an  asserted  intermarriage  of  a  member  of  each  family.  Blackburn  v.  Craw- 
fords,  3  Wallace..  U.  S.  Rep.  175. 

«  Hnbb.  Et.  Succes.  243.    See  1  Phil.  Et.  4th  ed.  ch.  8,  {  4,  p.  248,  ei  uq, 
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are  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  fact  declared.^  And  a  statement 
in  writing,  signed  by  him,  is  evidence  of  the  same  quality  as  an 
oral  declaration.'  Of  the  same  description  of  evidence  are  letters 
of  the  parties  addressing  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  and  the 
will  of  the  deceased  husband  designating  the  demandant  as  his  wife.' 
So  the  oral  or  written  declarations  of  deceased  members  of  the 
family  of  the  parties,  are  competent  evidence  if  made  ante  litem 
motam.^  But  declarations  of  marriage  can  not  be  given  in  evidence, 
unless  made  by  the  parties  themselves,  or  by  members  of  the  family.' 
The  declarations  of  a  deceased  clergyman  that  he  had  celebrated 
a  certain  marriage  are  equally  inadmissible  with  those  of  other 
strangers  in  blood  or  affinity  to  the  parties.* 

7.  It  is  competent,  also,  to  prove  a  marriage  by  the  conduct  and 
actions  of  the  parties.  Thus,  evidence  that  they  eloped  and  re- 
turned as  married  persons  f  that  they  visited  and  were  received  in 
respectable  society  as  husband  and  wife,^  is  held  admissible  for  thatf 
purpose.  And  the  mere  cohabitation  of  two  persons  of  different 
sexes,  or  their  behavior  in  other  respects  as  husband  and  wife, 
always  furnishes  presumptive  evidence  that  a  marriage  has  been 
solemnized  between  them.*    If  they  join  as  husband  and  wife  in 

1  Hubb.  Ev.  Sncces.  244.  See  PendreU  v.Pendrell,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  79;  2  Str. 
925  ;  Bull.  N.  P.  113,  294 ;  8  East,  196,  note;  1  Phil.  Ev.  4th  ed.  251,  note  91. 

*  Sacbererell  v.  Sacheverell,  1  Strange,  36 ;  Habb.  Et.  Succes.  244. 

»  Alfray  v.  Alfhiy,  2  Lee,  547 ;  6  Eng.  Bed.  R.  238  ;  Hervey  v,  Hervey,  2  W.  Bl. 
877  ;  Gaines  v.  Relf,  12  How.  U.  S.  472.  Bat  assertion  of  marriage  in  any  of  these 
ways  may  be  controverted.  Sherborne  v.  Napier,  2  Ridgw.  P.  G.  234  ;  Berkeley 
Peerage,  4  Gamp.  401 ;  Kennell  v,  Abbott,  4  Yes.  Jr.  802  ;  Giles  v.  Giles,  1  Keen, 
685,  15  Eng.  Gb.  R. ;  Hnbback,  Ev.  Sncces.  245 ;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  {  464. 

«  2  Stark.  Ev.  *510;  Fownes  v.  Ettricke,  2  Lee,  257;  6  Eng.  Eccl.  R.  116; 
Clements  v.  Hant,  1  Jones,  L.  400 ;  Matter  of  Hall,  1  Wallace,  Jr.  85 ;  Gopes  v. 
Pearce,  7  Gill,  247  ;  Pbysick's  Estate,  4  Amer.  Law  Reg.  N.  S.  418  j  Henderson  v. 
Gargill,  31  Missis.  367 ;  Spears  v.  Barton,  Ibid.  547 ;  Blackbnm  v.  Grawfords,  3 
Wallace,  U.  S.  Rep.  175.  It  has  been  decided  in  Pennsylvania,  that  declarations  of  a 
member  of  the  family  to  the  fisict  of  marriage,  are  inadmissible  when  there  are  living 
witnesses  to  the  fkct  of  cohabitation  as  hasband  and  wife.  Covert  v.  Hertaog,  4 
Barr,  145.  And  see  Raynham  v.  Canton,  3  Pick.  293,  296  ;  Blackbnrn  v.  Crawfords, 
3  Wallace,  U.  S.  Rep.  175  ;  ante,  {  5,  note  3. 

^  Johnson  v.  Lawson,  9  Moore,  187 ;  s.  o.  2  Bing.  86 ;  9  Bng.  G.  L.  329. 

*  Dnchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St  Tr.  592 ;  Hnbb.  Ev.  Socces.  246. 

T  Cooke  V.  Lloyd,  Peake,  Br.  App.  Ixxiv.  *  Habb.  Ev.  Socces.  247. 

*  Rex  V.  Stockland,  Barr,  Sett.  Gas.  509 ;  8.  o.  1  W.  Bl.  367 ;  Revel  v.  Fox,  2 
Ves.  Sen.  270 ;  Fleming  o.  Fleming,  4  Bing.  266 ;  13  Eng.  G.  L.  426 ;  Hervey  9. 
Hervey,  2  W.  Bl.  877;  Danbarton  v.  Franklin,  19  X.  H.  257;  Yonng  v.  Foster,  14 
N.  H.  114;  Physick's  Estate,  4  Amer.  Law  Reg.  N.  8.  418;  Donnelly  o.  Donnelly,  8 
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the  conveyance  of  lands,  the  alleged  wife  releasing  her  dower,  this 
also  is  a  circumstance  competent  to  be  considered.^  So  the  baptism 
of  children  as  legitimate  tends  to  warrant  the  presumption  that  the 
parents  were  married  at  the  time.'  A  presumption  of  marriage 
also  arises  from  the  acknowledgment  and  treatment  of  children  as 
legitimate  upon  occasions  subsequent  to  their  baptism.' 

8.  Proof  of  the  observance  of  customs  peculiar  to  the  entry  upon 
or  subsistence  of  the  marriage  relation  is  evidence  of  the  same 
description,  and  will  assist  the  inference  that  the  contract  was  duly 
constituted.  By  the  civil  law,  the  Roman  custom  of  traductio  ad 
domum  was  a  conclusive  presumption  of  matrimony,'  and  by  the 
canon  law  similar  weight  was  ascribed  to  it,  if  observed  in  places 
where  it  was  a  solemnity  usual  upon  bringing  the  bride  to  the  resi- 
dence of  her  husband.^  So  in  England,  the  circumstance  of  the 
man  impaling  the  woman's  arms  with  his  own  upon  his  plate,  seals, 
and  carriage,  was  treated  as  carrying  considerable  weight  in  evi- 
dence of  marriage/  On  the  same  principle,  the  assumption  by  the 
woman  of  the  name  of  the  man,  the  wearing  by  her  of  the  wedding 
ring,  or  (in  countries  where  a  difference  exists)  of  apparel  peculiar 
to  married  women,  are  acts,  which,  if  they  be  done  scienter  videntej 
et  patiente  virOj  may  be  considered  as  so  many  tacit  declarations  of 
the  existence  of  the  marriage  relation/ 

9.  Where,  by  the  law  which  governs  the  marriage,  a  contract 
per  verba  de  prsesenti  is  valid,^  a  written  instrument  containing  the 
terms  of  such  contract  is  of  course  admissible  and  proper  evidence. 

B.  Mon.  113 ;  Jackson  v.  GIaW|  18  John.  346;  Harman  v,  Harman,  16  ni.  85;  SteTens 
V.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49 ;  Stover  o.  Boswell,  3  Dana,  233 ;  Van  (}elder  v.  Postj  2  Bdw. 
Cb.  577 ;  Carter  v.  Parker,  28  Maine,  509;  Fleming  v,  Fleming,  8  Blackf.  234;  Gopee 
r.  Pearce,  7  Gill,  247 ;  SeHman  v,  Bowen,  8  Gill  A;  J.  50 ;  Ford  o.  Ford,  4  Ala.  142 ; 
2  Stark.  By.  *510;  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  {  2477. 

1  Hervey  «.  Hervey,  2  W.  Bl.  877 ;  Cooke  o.  Llojd,  Peake,  Bv.  App.  Ixziv. ;  Habb. 
Bv.  Sacces.  248,  255. 

s  Bond  V.  Bond,  2  Lee,  45 ;  6  Bng.  Bccl.  R.  28 ;  Alfray  v,  Alfraj,  Ibid.  547.  See 
Braybroke  v,  Inskip,  8  Ves.  Jr.  422,  430. 

•  Habb.  Bv.  Sacces.  249.    See  Garter  o.  Parker,  28  Me.  509.    In  Mississippi,  the   * 
granting  of  letters  of  administration  apon  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  to  a  woman    - 
claiming  to  be  his  wife,  is  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  marriage.    Malrhead  v,  Mnir- 
bead,  23  Missis.  97. 

«  Dig.  23,  2,  5. 

ft  Henoch.  Pres.  1,  lib.  3.    And  see  Moor,  170 ;  20  How.  St  Tr.  548. 

•  Hervey  o.  Hervey,  2  W.  Bl.  877.  ^  Habb.  Bv.  Sacces.  247,  248. 

•  gee  voL  i.,  ch.  iv. 
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Thus,  the  original  contract  is  the  proper  evidence  of  a  Jewish  mar- 
riage.^ In  Scotland,  the  antenuptial  contracts  were  formerly  de 
fvJturo^  and  although  now  generally  expressed  in  present  terms, 
yet,  as  they  point  to  a  subsequent  celebration,  they  are  construed 
not  to  be  declarations  of  present  consent,  and  therefore  not  perfect 
marriages.'  After  the  lapse  of  time,  however,  they  are,  when  pro- 
duced from  the  archives  of  the  family,  good  presumptive  evidence 
that  the  intended  marriage  was  contracted.  And  letters,  or  other 
written  declarations  or  acknowledgments,  expressive  of  consent 
f€T  verba  de  prwsenttj  are  at  least  evidence,  if  they  do  not  proprio 
vigore  constitute  a  marriage.' 

10.  The  preliminaries  to  a  marriage  may  supply  grounds  for 
presuming  that  the  principal  transaction  followed.  Marriage  arti- 
cles signed  by  the  parties  in  contemplation  of  a  marriage  shortly 
to  be  had,  are  receivable  in  evidence  as  raising  a  presumption  that 
the  contemplated  marriage  took  effect.^  In  England,  the  license 
bond  and  afBdavit  book  of  banns,  though  not  necessary  evidence 
to  show  that  the  requisite  formalities  were  complied  with,  are  yet 
admissible  to  raise  a  presumption  that  a  marriage  took  place,  or  to 
throw  light  on  the  time  or  circumstances  of  it.'^  In  the  United 
States,  the  bond  given  by  the  intended  husband  as  a  preliminary 
to  obtaining  a  license  has  been  held  relevant  and  legal  proof  for 
the  same  purpose.* 

11.  A  certificate  of  marriage  by  the  clergyman  or  other  person 
in  whose  presence  it  was  celebrated,  is  not,  of  itself,  evidence  of 
the  statements  contained  therein,  unless  it  be  proved  as  an  examined 
copy  of  the  register.^    But  in  Beer  v.  Ward,^  Gh.  J.  Dallas  said : 

1  Horn  V,  Noel,  1  Camp.  61. 

*  See  M'Adam  v.  Walker,  1  Dow.  133 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  r. 

*  Bnbb.  Ey.  Succes.  256;  Dalr^'mple  «.  Dalrjmple,  2  Hagg.  G.  R.  54;  4  Bng. 
Bed.  R.  485.  By  the  civil  law,  the  dotal  inBtrumenU,  as  well  as  the  tabula  ntip- 
tiaUt^  were  eyidence  of  the  coDsent  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage.  Novell.  18,  4,  1, 
and  22,  18;  God.  5,  7,  11. 

*  Roscommon  Earldom,  Min.  Ev.  36;  Hubb.  Ev.  Sacces.  257.  Giyilians  also 
acknowledge  that  a  presumption  that  matrimony  has  been  contracted  is  afforded  by 
the  instrument  of  endowment.    Menochius  de  Pres.  lib.  3,  pr.  1. 

^  Beer  v.  Ward,  cited  Hnbb.  Ev.  Succes.  257 ;  Btrt  v.  Barlow,  1  Dong.  171. 

*  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86. 

T  Anon.  LofFt,  328 ;  Nokes  v.  Milward,  2  Add.  386 ;  2  Eng.  Eccl.  R.  356 ;  Gaines 
V.  Relf,  12  How.  n.  S.  472.  In  some  of  the  States  snch  certificates  are  made  evi* 
dence  by  statute.  2  Phil.  Et.  4th  ed.  252,  note  324.  See  Blackburn  v,  Grawfords,  3 
Wallace,  U.  S.  Rep.  175. 

^  Beer  v.  Ward,  wpra. 
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*'A  certificate  of  marriage,  if  proved  to  have  been  kept  in  the  cas- 
tody  of  a  person  whom  it  affects,  may  be  read  as  collateral  proof." 
And  both  he  and  Lord  Tenterden  admitted  such  a  certificate  in 
that  case.  The  ground  upon  which  evidence  of  this  character  is 
admissible,  would  seem  to  be,  that  of  a  declaration  of  the  marriage 
by  the  party  preserving  the  certificate;  who  may  be  supposed 
thereby  to  adopt  the  assertion  of  the  fact  stated  in  the  document. 
This  adoption  may  be  further  shown  by  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  party  in  or  upon  it,  or  by  circumstances  showing  the  value 
ascribed  to  it  by  him.^  Such  certificate,  also,  or  other  document 
of  the  like  character  may  be  read  as  evidence  confirmatory  of  the 
proof  by  reputation  and  cohabitation.' 

12.  Besides  the  presumption  of  the  fact  of  marriage  from  cir- 
cumstances, there  is  also  a  presumption  from  the  fact,  however 
proved,  that  the  mode  or  form  of  it  was  such  as  to  render  the  mar- 
riage valid.  Omnia  presumunter  riti  et  solemniter  €Lcta :  parties  mar- 
rying must  be  presumed  to  have  done  so  in  a  manner  conformable 
to  law;  and  the  presumption  is  founded  in  reason,  for,  when  they 
have  determined  upon  a  face  of  marriage,  it  is  to  their  interest  that 
the  contract  should  be  binding.^ 

18.  And  even  if  it  be  shown  that  a  particular  marriage  was  void, 
yet,  if  the  parties  continued  to  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife,  a  sub- 
sequent legal  marriage  may  be  presumed.^  A  number  of  cases 
have  arisen  in  the  American  courts  to  which  this  doctrine  was 
applied.  Thus,  where  a  woman  contracted  a  second  marriage, 
supposing  that  her  first  husband,  who  had  been  long  absent,  was 
dead,  and  he  afterwards  returned  and  survived  the  second  marriage 
for  several  years,  but  the  parties  thereto  continued  to  cohabit  as 
husband  and  wife,  a  resolemnization  of  their  marriage,  after  the 
death  of  the  first  husband,  was  presumed.^  So  where  the  husband 
had  a  former  wife  living  at  the  time  he  entered  into  a  second  mar- 
riage, and  the  first  wife  subsequently  left  the  country,  and  was  not 
heard  of  afterwards,  the  court  not  only  applied  the  rule  raising  a 

1  Habb.  E7.  Succes.  268 ;  Vowles  v.  Toung,  13  Tea.  Jr.  146.  See  2  Phil.  Ev.  4th 
ed.  252,  note  324;  Hill  v.  Hill,  32  Pa.  St.  611. 

*  Doe  V.  Grazebrook,  4  Ad.  k  El.  N.  S.  406 ;  2  Oreenl.  Ev.  {  463.   See,  also,  Rex 
9.  Brampton,  10  East,  287. 

>  Steadman  v.  Powell,  1  Add.  68;  2  Eng.  Eccl.  R.  26 ;  Hubb.  Ev.  Sacces.  262. 

*  Wilkinson  v.  Payne,  4  T.  R.  468 ;  Hubb.  Ev.  Succes.  263 ;  1  Phil.  E7. 4th  ed.  631. 

*  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  John.  52.    But  see  Gram  v,  Burnham,  5  Qreenl.  213 ;  North- 
field  V.  Plymouth,  20  Verm.  582. 
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presumption  of  death  where  a  person  has  been  absent  unheard  from 
for  several  years,  but  held,  also,  that  the  continued  cohabitation  of 
the  parties,  taken  in  connection  with  the  reputation  of  their  mar- 
riage and  other  circumstances  proved  in  the  case,  justified  the  pre- 
sumption that  a  new  marriage  contract  had  been  entered  into  by 
them  after  the  presumed  death  of  the  first  wife.^  So  where  a 
women  married  a  second  time  some  five  or  six  years  after  her  first 
husband  left  the  country,  and  after  the  lapse  of  about  fifty  years, 
during  all  which  time  the  first  husband  remained  absent,  unheard 
from,  applied  for  dower  in  the  estate  of  the  second  husband,  who 
was  then  deceased,  her  claim  was  allowed,  the  court  holding  that 
the  fair  presumption  arising  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  lapse  of  time,  and  the  rule  that  innocence  is  to  be  presumed, 
was,  that  the  first  husband  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  second  mar- 
riage.^ 

14.  A  marriage  solemnized  in  conformity  to  law  between  com  - 
petent  parties  is  complete  without  cohabitation ;  and  the  subsequent 
refusal  of  the  wife  to  live  and  cohabit  with  her  husband  does  not 
•afiect  her  right  to  dower  in  his  estate.' 

Proof  of  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

15.  It  sometimes  becomes  important,  in  actions  for  dower,  to 
show  at  what  time  the  marriage  of  the  demandant  took  place,  as 
her  right  is  subject  to  all  charges  ana  liens  upon  the  land  created 
prior  thereto.^  Where  direct  evidence  to  establish  the  marriage  is 
given,  no  difficulty  upon  this  point  can  well  arise ;  but  this  class  of 
evidence  is  not  always  accessible  to  the  parties  interested. 

16.  The  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  all  other  evidence  available 
in  proof  of  the  fact  of  marriage,  may  also  be  useful  in  establishing 
the  time.  For  the  period  of  the  first  occurrence  of  facts  indicative 
of  a  subsistjing  marriage,  will  supply  an  inference  of  the  time  when 

1  Jackson  v.  Claw,  18  John.  346.  To  the  same  effect :  Donnelly  v.  Donnelly,  8 
6.  Hon.  1 13 ;  Yates  v.  Houston,  3  Texas,  433 ;  Woods  v.  Woods,  2  Bay,  476.  See 
Tol.  i.,  ch.  yii.,  {{  10-12 ;  ch.  17.,  i  18. 

*  Chapman  v.  Cooper,  5  Rich.  L.  452  ;  Spears  v.  Burton,  31  Missis.  54*7.  Upon 
the  subject  of  evidence  to  disprove  an  alleged  marriage,  or  to  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption arising  from  circumstances  proved,  see  2  Greenl.  Bv.  {  464 ;  1  Phil.  Ev. 
4th  ed.  689,  note  (1). 

s  Potier  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  439;  Clayton  v.  Wardell,  4  Comst.  230. 

*  See  vol.  1.,  ch.  zxviil. 
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the  marriage  state  oommenced.  With  this  view,  eTidence  was 
gone  into  in  the  Berkeley  Peerage  ease,  as  to  the  time  when  the 
countess  was  first  called  Lady  Berkeley  by  the  servants,  and  when 
her  lineu  was  first  marked  with  the  initials  M.  B.  and  a  coronet.^ 

17.  From  the  treatment  of  a  child  as  legitimate  by  the  parents, 
there  arises  a  presumption,  (of  course  open  to  rebuttal),  not  only 
that  the  parents  were  married,  but  also  that  their  marriage  was 
anterior  to  the  child's  birth.  Where  the  legitimacy  of  a  daughter 
was  impeached  on  the  ground  of  her  birth  before  the  marriage  of 
her  parents,  and  she  proved  their  treatment  and  acknowledgment 
of  her  as  legitimate,  and  that  her  father  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  property  to  her  by  the  description  of  his  daughter,  it  was  held 
that  it  lay  with  the  other  party  to  show  her  illegitimacy  by  proving 
the  time  of  her  birth,  and  of  the  marriage  of  her  parents  subse- 
quent to  it.' 

18.  The  time  of  the  marriage  may  also  be  proved  by  the  decla- 
rations of  the  parties  themselves  under  the  restrictions  to  which 
hearsay  evidence  is  subject.'  The  declarations  of  parents  that  a 
child  was  born  before  or  after  wedlock,  fall  under  this  head,  since 
they  are  declarations  of  the  time  of  marriage  relatively  to  the  time 
of  birth.* 

Proof  of  $eiztn  by  the  htMband.^ 

1 9.  It  is  well  settled,  that  the  demandant  in  dower  is  not  required 
to  make  strict  proof  of  her  husband's  title  under  the  issue  of  non 
teizin.  She  is  not,  by  law,  the  custodian  of  her  husband's  title 
papers,  and  therefore,  in  making  out  tk  prima  facie  case,  the  slightest 
or  lowest  order  of  evidence  is  all  that  is  exacted  at  her  hands. 

20.  Where  the  defendant  is  in  possession  under  a  conveyance 
from  the  husband,  or  by  virtue  of  a  title  derived  through  mesne 
conveyances  from  him,  proof  of  this  fact  is  sufficient  to  establish, 
as  against  the  defendant,  the  seizin  of  the  husband.* 

1  Eabb.  Bt.  Sncces.  260. 

*  Habb.  Er.  Sacces.  260 ;  Mayo  v.  Brown,  2  Lee,  391 ;  6  Sag.  Bccl.  R.  166. 

*  Hiliard  o.  Phalj,  8  Mod.  180. 

*  Steyens  v.  UosBj  Cowp.  691 ;  Rex  v.  Bramley,  6  T.  R.  330 ;  Habb.  Bv.  Sncces. 
259. 

*  Upon  the  subject  of  seizin  generallj,  see  vol.  i.,  ch.  zii. 

*  Hitchcock  V,  Harrington,  6  John  290 ;  Collins  v.  Torry,  7  John.  2Y8  :  Hitchcock 
0.  Carpenter,  9  John.  344 ;  Bancroft  v.  White,  1  Caines,  185 ;  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17 
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21.  So,  also,  proof  that  the  huflband  of  th^  demandant  was  in 
possession  during  the  coverture,  claiming  title ;  or  that  he  was  in 
receipt  of  rents  from  the  person  in  possession,  is  primd  facie  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  seizin  to  warrant  a  recovery  against  one  whose 
possession  commenced  subsequently  thereto.^  And  unless  impeached 
or  explained,  such  possession  is  conclusive  evidence  of  title.' 

22.  This  doctrine  has  been  stated  in  clear  and  satisfactory  terms 
in  a  number  of  the  decided  cases.  Thus,  in  Jackson  v.  Walter* 
mire,'  Savage,  Ch.  J.,  said :  '^It  is  urged,  and  I  think  correctly, 
that  the  same  evidence  of  seizin  should  entitle  the  widow  to  recover 
her  dower,  as  would  be  su£Bcient  to  authorize  a  recovery  by  the 
heir.  In  such  case,  ^the  seizin  of  the  deceased  is  proved  by 
showing  his  actual  possession  of  the  premises ;  or  by  proving  his 
receipt  of  rent  from  the  person  in  possession.'  "^  The  rule  laid 
down  by  Kent,  Justice,  in  Bancroft  v.  White,*  is  this:  "The 
former  husband  of  the  demandant,  for  some  years  previous  to  the 


Wend.  164;  Sherwood  r.  YandeDbargb,  2  Hill,  303  ;  Sparrow  v.  Kingrman,  I  Gomst. 
242  ;  DftTis  v.  Darrow,  12  Wend.  65 ;  Finn  v.  Sleight.  8  Barb.  401 ;  Kimball  i7.  Kim- 
ball, 2  Greenl.  226;  Naaon  v.  Allen,  6  Greenl.  243 ;  Hains  v.  Gardner,  10  Maine, 
383 ;  Hainblin  v.  Bank  of  Cumberland,  19  Maine,  66 ;  Siimpson  v.  Thomaston  Bank, 
28  Maine,  259;  Thorndike  v.  Spear,  31  Me.  91  ;  Kidder  t^.  Blaisdell,  45  Maine,  461 ; 
Moore  v.  Estj,  5  N.  H.  479 ;  Wedge  v,  Moore,  6  Cash.  8 ;  English  v.  Wright,  Coze, 
437  ;  Montgomery  v.  Brnere,  2  South.  865  ;  Hyatt  v,  Ackerson,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  564; 
Davis  V.  O'Ferrall,  4  G.  Greene  (Iowa),  358 ;  Coakley  v.  Perry,  3  Ohio  St.  344 ; 
Ward  V.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  St.  231 ;  May  v.  Tillman,  1  Mann.  262 ;  Dashiel  v.  Col- 
lier, 4  J.  J.  Marsh.  601 ;  Wall  v.  Hill,  7  Dana,  172;  Griffith  v.  Griffith,  5  Harring.  5 ; 
Bordley  v.  Clayton,  Ibid.  154;  Plantt  v.  Payne,  2  Bailey,  319;  Gayle  v.  Price,  5 
Rich.  L.  525 ;  Pledger  v.  Ellerbee,  6  Rich.  L.  266;  Douglass  o.  Dickson,  11  Rich.  L. 
417 ;  Norwood  v.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  &  Bat.  L.  442 ;  Chapman  v,  Schroeder,  10  Geo. 
321 ;  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  3  How.  Miss.  360.  As  to  the  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  uioppel  where  the  tenant  is  in  possession  claiming  under  the  husband,  see 
next  chapter. 

1  Jackson  v.  Wallermire,  5  Cow.  299 ;  Carpenter  v.  Weeks,  2  Hill,  341 ;  Knight 
V,  Mains,  12  Maine,  41;  Cochrane  v.  Libby,  18  Maine,  39;  Stevens  v.  Reed,  37  N. 
H.  49;  Forrest  v.  Trammel,  1  Bailey,  77 ;  Mann  v.  Edson,  39  Maine,  25  ;  Barton  v. 
Hinds,  46  Maine,  121;  Gentry  v.  Woodson,  10  Misso.  224;  Smith  v,  Paysinger,  2 
Mills  (Con.  Court),  R.  59 ;  Reed  v.  Stevenson,  3  Rich.  L.  66 ;  Torrence  v.  Carbry, 
27  Misssis.  697 ;  Randolph  v.  Doss,  3  How.  Missis.  205 ;  Caruthers  v,  Wilson,  I  S. 
i^  M.  527 ;  James  v.  Rowan,  6  S.  &  M.  393  ;  Sheppard  v,  Wardell,  Coze,  452 ;  Spar- 
row o.  Kingman,  1  Comst.  242. 

*  Stevens  v.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49 ;  Knight  v.  Mains,  12  Maine,  41 ;  Forrest  r.  Tram- 
mel, 1  Bailey,  77. 

*  Jackson  v.  Waltermire,  5  Cow.  299.  «  2  Phil.  £v.  187. 
B  Bancroft  v.  White,  1  Caines,  190. 
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Ist  of  November,  1786,  was  possessed  of  the  premises,  and  used 
them  as  his  own,  and  not  in  the  right  of  another.  He  then  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  conveyed  the  same  in  fee  with  a  covenant 
of  warranty ;  and  the  lands  have  passed  by  subsequent  convey- 
ances in  fee  to  the  present  tenant.  This  is  sufficient  evidence,  in 
the  first  instance,  of  seizin  in  the  husband.  The  wife  is  not  bound 
to  produce  her  husband's  deeds,  because  it  is  not  presumed  to  be 
in  her  power.''  In  Embree  v.  Etlis,^  Thompson,  Justice,  remarked : 
'*  The  principal  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  sufficient  seizin 
in  the  demandant's  husband  has  been  shown  to  entitle  her  to 
dower.  Lewis  Morris,  the  son,  had  been  possessed  of  the  premises 
in  question,  by  receiving  the  rents  and  profits  for  ten  years.  He 
then  conveyed  them  in  fee  to  the  demandant's  husband,  who  con- 
tinned  in  possession  for  ten  or  twelve  years,  until  they  were  sold 
under  an  e;xecntion  against  him,  and  purchased  by  Lewis  Morris, 
the  son.  These  facts  were  clearly  sufficient,  primd  faciei  to  entitle 
the  demandant  to  a  recovery."  In  Smith t;.  Paysinger,^  it  is  said: 
**A  widow  who  claims  dower  is  not  obliged  to  show  the  deeds  by 
which  the  seizin  of  the  husband  is  manifested,  as  she  is  not  entitled 
to  have  the  title  deeds."  And  in  subsequent  cases  in  the  same 
court  it  is  further  remarked:  ^^ A  demandant  in  dower  need  not 
make  out  a  regular  chain  of  title  in  her  husband,  but  it  is  sufficient 
for  her  to  show  that  he  had  been  in  possession  during  the  coverture ; 
and  it  is  then  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show  a  paramount 
title  in  himself."'  The  rule  is  stated  in  similar  terms  in  a  New 
Jersey  case:  '^The  widow  is  not  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the 
muniments  of  title.  They  belong  to,  and  are  therefore  presumed 
to  be  held  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  and  by  his  heir  after  his 
decease ;  or,  in  the  case  of  alienation,  by  the  alienee.  Hence,  a 
strict  deduction  of  title  is  not  required  of  her.  It  is  enough  for 
her  to  produce  such  evidence  as  will  raise  a  fair  presumption  of  the 
seizin  of  the  husband ;  and  such  presumption,  unless  overcome  by 
the  proof  produced  by  the  defendant,  will  support  her  claim."^  In 
a  discussion  of  this  subject  in  a  Missouri  case,  these  observations 
occur :  ^^  Possession,  under  a  claim  of  title,  has  usually  been  the 
character  of  the  proof  in  such  cases,  and  such  proof  has  been  held 
sufficient."^    And  in  a  case  in  Maine,  the  court  said :  ''  The  case 

1  Embrae  v.  Ellis,  2  John.  }23.         *  Smith  v.  Paysinger,  2  Mills,  Con.  Court,  59. 
>  Forreit  v.  Trammel,  1  Bailey,  77 ;  Reid  v.  Stevenson,  3  Rich.  L.  66. 
«  Origgs  V,  Smith,  7  Halst  22.         >  Gentry  v.  Woodson,  10  Misso.  224. 
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finds  the  hasband  to  have  been  in  poBseeBion  of  the  land  wherein 
the  demandant  claims  dower.  Certain  of  his  creditors  levied  upon 
it  as  an  estate  in  fee ;  and  such  an  estate  is  now  daimed  by  the 
tenant,  under  a  title  depending  upon  these  levies.  In  the  absence  of 
any  conflicting  proof,  we  regard  this,  as  against  the  tenant,  evidence 
of  a  seizin  in  fee  of  the  husband."^ 

23.  As  a  widow  is  not  entitled  to  the  custody  of  her  husband's 
title  papers,  she  may,  in  New  Hampshire,  after  proof  of  her  mar- 
riage, and  of  her  husband's  possession  and  death,  use  an  office  copy 
of  a  deed  held  by  him  in  his  lifetime,  without  proof  of  the  loss  of 
the  original.'  So  in  Maine,  office  copies  of  deeds  are  admissible  to 
establish  the  title  and  seizin  of  the  husband.' 

24.  In  Massachusetts  and  Maine,  in  the  absence  of  countervailing 
evidence,  a  deed  conveying  real  estate,  does,  of  itself,  raise  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  grantor  had  sufficient  seizin  to  enable  him  to 
convey,  and  also  operates  to  vest  the  legal  seizin  in  the  grantee.^ 
And  proof  of  the  conveyance  of  the  premises  wherein  dower  is 
claimed,  to  the  husband,  by  deed  of  warranty,  and  of  his  convey- 
ing the  sam^  to  another  person  during  the  coverture,  is  sufficient 
to  prove  the  seizin  of  the  husband.^  But  this  is  only  primd  facie 
evidence  and  liable  to  be  disproved.*  In  Pennsylvania,  the  demand- 
ant need  go  no  further  back  in  showing  the  title,  than  a  conveyance 
in  fee  from  the  defendant  to  her  deceased  husband.^  And  in  New 
Jersey,  a  deed  from  a  person  having  the  previous  possession,  pur- 
porting to  convey  the  premises  in  fee  simple  to  the  husband,  and 
a  possession  by  the  husband  for  three  years  under  such  deed,  are 
regarded  ^^  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  seizin,  and  will  entitle  the 
demandant  to  recover,  unless  repelled  by  the  proofs  of  the  tenant.^ 

25.  Where  a  conveyance  is  executed  by  two  or  more  persons  as 
vendors  of  the  land  described  therein,  it  is  a  presumption  of  the 
law,  in  the  absence' of  explanatory  evidence,  that  they  were  joint 
tenants  or  tenants  in  common;  and  the  widow  of  one  of  them  will 
be  restricted  in  her  dower  accordingly.     Thus,  where  it  appeared 


1  Cochrane  v.  Libbj,  18  Maine,  39. 
s  Stevens  v.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49. 

*  Kidder  v.  BLaisdell,  46  Maine,  461.    Bat  see  Potier  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  439. 

«  Ward  V.  Fuller,  16  Pick.  185;  BoUler  v.Gn8hman,34Maine,  428.  See  post,  {28. 

*  Carter  v.  Parker,  28  Maine,  609.  •  Ward  «.  FaUer,  15  Pick.  185. 
f  Evans  v.  Evans,  29  Pa.  St.  277. 

B  Griggs  V.  Smith,  7  Halst.  22. 


CH.  EC.]  BYIDBNOB  TO  XSTABUSH  BOWBR.  203 

that  the  deceased  husband  lived  on  the  premises  in  which  dower 
was  demanded  for  many  years,  claiming  them  as  his  own;  but  that 
upon  a  sale  two  other  persons  united  with  him  in  making  the  deed, 
dower  was  allowed  in  one-third  part  only  of  the  tract*^  So  where 
two  persons  joined  in  erecting  two  houses  in  a  block,  and  then 
divided  them  by  parol,  and  each  occupied  the  portion  set  apart  to 
him,  and  afterwards  sold  the  same  and  received  the  purchase  money, 
this  was  held  not  sufficient  to  establish  such  a  sole  seizin  as  to  enable 
the  widow  of  one  of  the  parties  to  recover  dower  in  the  entire  prem- 
ises assigned  to  him,  and  her  claim  was  limited  to  dower  in  a 
moiety.'  But  where  A.  and  B.  purchased  a  piece  of  land  and  divided 
it  between  them;  and  A.,  being  in  the  exclusive  occupation  of  his 
part,  sold  it  to  D.,  but  both  A.  and  B.  joined  in  the  conveyance,  it 
was  held,  that  although  the  deed  from  A.  and  B.  might  be  primd 
facie  evidence  that  they  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  part  con- 
veyed, yet  that  the  occupation  of  the  land  by  A.,  and  the  purchase 
of  it  by  the  defendant  of  him  exclusively,  were  evidence  of  A.'s 
seizin  of  the  whole,  so  f^  to  entitle  his  widow  to  dower  out  of  the 
whole  of  his  part  of  the  land  originally  purchased  by  A.  and  B., 
and  not  merely  in  a  moiety  of  that  part.'  ^'  This  deed  might  be 
jnimd  facie  evidence,"  the  court  said,  ^Uhat  Charles  and  Jonathan 
held  as  tenants  in  common ;  but  the  proof  is  abundant  to  show  that 
such  was  not  the  fact,  but  that  Jonathan  had  held  and  enjoyed  the 
whole  in  his  own  right,  and  Charles  must  have  been  joined  in  the 
deed  for  greater  caution.  The  manner  in  which  Jonathan  used  and 
occupied  the  land,  and  the  defendant's  purchasing  it  of  him  exclu- 
sively, are  sufficient,  within  the  decisions  of  this  court,  to  establish 
a  seisin  in  Jonathan.'" 

26.  Where  a  conveyance  was  made  to  two  persons  jointly,  brother 
and  sister,  and  the  sister  entered  into  possession,  and  after  the 
death  of  the  brother  his  widow  applied  for  dower  in  his  moiety  of 
the  land,  it  was  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  an  ouster,  or 
that  the  possession  of  the  sister  was  adverse,  the  widow,  as  against 
the  representatives  of  the  husband,  was  entitled  to  dower.'^ 

1  Dasbiel  v.  Collier,  4  J.  J.  Marah.  601. 

>  Hainblin  v.  Bl^.  of  Gamberland,  19  Maine,  66.    In  thii  State  equitable  interests 
are  not  subject  to  dower.    See  toI.  i.,  ch.  xz.,  {  4. 
'  Dolf  9.  Basset,  15  John.  21. 

*  See  Stimpson  v.  Thomaston  Blc.,  28  Maine,  259 ;  Wedge  t .  Moore,  6  Gush.  8. 

*  James  v.  Rowan,  6  S.  &  M.  393. 
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27.  The  widow  may  give  parol  evidence  to  prove  that  the  land 
granted  to  her  husband,  is  the  same  land  of  which  dower  is  demanded. 
Thus,  where  dower  was  claimed  in  a  tract  of  land  called  Wertimburghy 
and  the  demandant,  to  prove  her  husband's  seizin,  gave  in  evidence 
a  patent  of  a  tract  called  Wertinburffh^  she  was  allowed  to  introduce 
testimony  to  show  an  entry  by  her  husband,  and  that  the  land  called 
Wertinburgh  in  the  patent  and  Wertimburgh  in  the  declaration,  was 
the  same.^ 

28.  Notwithstanding  the  indulgence  extended  to  the  widow,  she 
must,  nevertheless,  establish  a  seizin  by  her  husband,  actual  or 
constructive,  during  the  coverture,  or  fail  in  her  action.'  A  deed 
from  persons  professing  to  be  proprietors  of  a  large  tract  of  land, 
to  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  out  a  town,  and  a  subsequent 
deed  of  partition  among  these  proprietors,  will  not  establish  a  seizin 
in  them,  unless  their  title  be  shown,  or  a  possession  of  some  sort 
established,  so  as  to  create  presumptive  evidence  of  title;  and  in 
the  absence  of  such  evidence  a  case  is  not  made  entitling  the  widow 
of  one  of  them  to  recover  dower.* 

29.  Where  a  tenant  holding  adversely,  conveys  the  premises  to 
the  holder  of  the  regular  paper  title  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period  necessary  to  raise  the  legal  presumption  of  a  grant,  he 
thereby  does  away  with  his  adverse  possession  as  evidence  of  seizin, 
and  his  wife's  initiate  title  to  dower  falls  with  it,  so  that  she  can 
not  recover  dower  after  her  husband's  death.* 

80.  The  demandant  can  not,  in  general,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing her  right  to  dower,  avail  herself  of  recitals  contained  in  the 
deed  by  which  the  defendant  holds  the  premises,  or  contained  in 
the  deed  to  his  grantor,  recognizing  her  right  of  dower,  unless  she 
is  a  party  or  privy  to  the  deed.  But  in  case  of  loss  of  the  primary 
evidence  to  establish  her  right,  such  recitals  may  be  resorted  to  as 
secondary  evidence.* 

81.  In  Maine,  it  is  held  that  the  declarations  of  the  husband  as 


1  Keefer  v.  Toung,  2  H.  i^  J.  53. 

*  Ware  v.  Washington,  6  8.  kU,  737 ;  Dennis  v.  Dennid,  7  Blackf.  572 ;  Gentrj 
V.  Woodson,  10  Misso.  224. 

'  Gentry  9.  Woodson,  10  Misso.  224.  There  seems  to  be  a  manifest  difference 
between  a  case  of  this  kind,  where  the  deed  is  to  trusUetf  and  assumes  to  pass  no 
beneficial  interest,  and  the  cases  noticed,  ante,  {  24,  where  the  convejance  parporta 
to  pass  both  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest. 

«  Poor  p.  Horton,  15  Barb.  485.  »  Jewell  v,  Harrington,  19  Wend.  471. 
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to  his  equitable  title^  are  immaterial  and  inadmissible  in  evidenced 
Bot  his  declarations  are  admissible  to  show  the  extent  of  his  po«- 
«e«M<m.'  In  Ohio,  declarations  of  the  husband  made  at  the  time 
of  his  purchase,  as  to  his  interest  in  the  lands,  may  be  given  in 
evidence ;  but  declarations,  by  deed  or  otherwise,  made  subsequently, 
are  not  admissible  either  for  or  against  the  widow.' 

82.  On  a  proceeding  for  dower,  the  heir  produced  a  deed  from 
the  husband,  dated  thirteen  years  before  his  intermarriage  with  the 
demandant,  and  by  a  subscribing  witness  proved  a  delivery  of  the 
deed  a  short  time  before  the  husband's  death,  and  his  declaration 
that  the  deed  had  been  delivered  many  years  before.  It  was  held, 
that  this  declaration  was  no  part  of  the  re9ge%tse^  so  far  as  it  related 
to  the  alleged  previous  delivery,  and  therefore  no  evidence  of  such 
previous  delivery  as  against  the  demandant.* 

88.  In  New  York,  in  ejectment  for  dower  admeasured  on  appli* 
cation  to  the  surrogate  under  the  statute  of  that  State,  the  pro- 
ceedings before  him  are  no  evidence  of  title,  but  merely  of  the  loca« 
tion  of  the  land  to  be  recovered.  All  the  other  facts,  as  seizin  of 
the  husband,  &c.,  must  be  proved  in  the  ordinary  way  as  in  an 
action  of  dower .^ 

34.  Where  the  estate  of  which  dower  is  demanded  has  come  to 
the  husband  by  descent,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  widow  to 
recover,  to  prove  the  seizin  of  the  ancestor,  his  death,  and  the  heir- 
ship of  the  husband/ 

Proof  of  the  huibancTs  deathJ 

85.  If  the  defendant  deny  that  the  husband  of  the  demandant  is 
dead,'  it  devolves  upon  her  to  make  proof;  and  this  leads  to  the 
inquiry  as  to  the  nature  and  amount  of  the  evidence  required  by 

*  Mum  V.  Edson,  39  Maine,  25.  >  Forrest  v.  Trammel,  1  Bailey,  77. 

*  Denuh  v.  Brown,  8  Ohio,  412.  ^  Pinner  v.  Pinner,  Buebee,  Law,  475. 

*  Matter  of  Waikins,  9  John.  245;  Jackson  v.  Hizon,  17  John.  123;  Jackson  v, 
Randall,  5  Cow.  168 ;  Jackson  v.  Waltermire,  Ibid.  299 ;  Jackson  v.  Dewitt,  6  Cow. 
316;  Parks  v.  Uardey,  4  Bradf.  15  ;  Wood  v.  Seelj,  32  N.  Y.  105. 

*  Park,  Dow.  320,  note.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zii.,  {{  24-26. 
^  See  Tol.  i.,  ch.  zzxi. 

*  The  plea  ne  unquiM  ««n2  admits  the  death  of  the  hasband.  Sheppard  v.  War* 
ddl,  Coze,  452.  And  where  the  defendant  claims  under  the  heir  of  the  hasband, 
he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  death  of  the  latter.  Hitchcock  v.  Carpenter,  9 
John.  344. 
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the  ordinary  rales  of  law,  in  cases  where  it  becomes  material  to 
establish  the  fact  of  death. 

86.  The  general  role  is,  that  the  existence  of  a  person  being 
once  shown,  he  is  presumed  to  continue  in  life,  and  the  onus  rests 
upon  the  party  asserting  his  death.^  This  presumption  seems  to  be 
merely  the  application  to  this  case  of  the  common  rule  of  evidence, 
that  the  last  proved  state  of  things  shall  be  considered  as  subsisting 
at  the  time  of  the  inquiry.  Out  of  such  a  rule  it  seems  reasonable 
to  except  cases  where  the  state  of  things  must  from  their  nature, 
after  the  lapse  of  a  certain  period,  suffer  a  specific  change ;  and 
although,  in  the  duration  of  human  life,  no  term  can  be  fixed  as  an 
ultimum  temptiSy  the  extreme  infrequency  of  the  prolongation  of 
life  beyond  a  century,  led  to  the  adoption  of  that  period  in  the 
civil  law  as  one  at  which  the  presumption  of  life  was  not  in  force.' 
Civilians  accordingly  hold,  that  there  is  no  presumption  of  life  in 
the  case  of  persons,  who,  if  living,  would  be  above  a  hundred  years 
old.'  And  in  Scotland,  probably  on  the  same  authority,  it  has  been 
decided,  that  the  death  of  a  man  might  be  presumed  after  the  lapse 
of  an  hundred  years  from  the  date  of  an  instrument  in  which  he 
was  named.^ 

87.  There  are  some  traces  of  the  recognition  in  the  common  law 
of  even  a  shorter  term  than  a  hundred  years,  as  sufficient  of  itself 
to  repel  the  presumption  of  life.  Lord  Hale  said,  that  if  a  feoff- 
ment be  made  to  the  use  of  A.  for  ninety-nine  years  if  he  shall  so 
long  live,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  B.  in  fee,  this  shall  not 
be  contingent,  for  it  shall  be  presumed  his  life  will  not  exceed  ninety- 
nine  years;  but  that  it  had  been  otherwise  if  it  had  been 
made  but  for  twenty-one  years.'  In  two  other  cases  the  possibility 
of  the  particular  tenant  living  longer  than  the  term  of  eighty  years 
was  disregarded  in  determining  the  nature  of  the  remainders.*    But 

1  Throgmorton  v.  Walton,  2  Roll.  Rep.  461  ;  Wilson  v,  Hodges,  2  East,  312; 
Battin  v,  Bigelow,  1  Pet.  C.  G.  R.  452:  Stevens  v.  McNamara,  36  Maine,  176; 
Miller  V.  Beates,  3  S.  &  R.  490,  493  ;  Smith  v.  Knowlton,  II  N.  H.  191 ;  Emerson  r. 
White,  9  Post.  (N.  H.)  482  ;  1  Qreenl.  Ev.  {  41. 

s  Cod.  lib.  1,  t.  2,  c.  23.     And  see  10  Rep.  50. 

B  Hubb.  Et.  Succes.  168. 

*  Ibid. ;  Morison,  Presamption,  rvi. 

s  Weale  v.  Lower,  PoUezf.  67.  Lord  Coke  had  previonslj  gone  to  the  extent  of 
saying  that  it  was  **  a  common  intendment  that  a  man  should  die  within  ^«  tkouaoHd 
yearey  10  Rep.  60.  i 

*  Napper  v,  Sanders,  Hntt.  118 ;  Lord  Derby's  case,  Litt.  Rep.  370. 
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where  the  term  was  only  sixty  years,  the  conrt  took  into  considera- 
tion the  possibility  of  the  duration  of  the  life  exceeding  the  term.' 
So  upon  the  trial,  in  1782,  of  an  issue  directed  by  the  court  of 
exchequer,  the  deposition  of  a  witness  examined  in  1672,  was 
offered  to  be  read  without  any  evidence  of  his  being  dead ;  but 
Reynolds,  C.  B.,  refused  to  admit  it ;  saying,  however,  that  if  proper 
searches  or  inquiry  had  been  made,  and  no  account  could  be  given 
of  the  party,  he  would  have  admitted  it  at  such  a  distance  of  time.' 
The  lapse  of  fifty  years  has  been  held  insufficient  to  warrant  the 
presumption  that  a  collector  of  tithes  was  dead;'  but  the  book  of 
such  a  person,  written  in  1679,  was  admitted  in  evidence  in  1753, 
because  it  was  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  was  then  alive.^ 
And  it  was  held,  in  an  ejectment  tried  in  1828,  that  the  death  of 
four  persona  mentioned  in  a  settlement  dated  in  1689,  whose  title 
would  supersede  that  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claiming  as  heir, 
might  be  presumed  from  the  lapse  of  time.* 

88.  Th^  most  positive  evidence  of  death,  is  the  testimony  of  those 
who  can  prove  that  they  were  present  when  it  occurred,  or  that, 
having  been  acquainted  with  the  person  of  the  deceased  when  alive, 
they  have  seen  his  body  after  life  was  extinct.  The  medical  attend- 
ants of  the  deceased  in  his  last  illness,  who  may  be  presumed  to  be 
best  able  to  discriminate  between  real  and  merely  apparent  death, 
are  the  most  competent,  and  accordingly  most  usual  witnesses. 
This  mode  of  proof  has  often  the  advantage  over  an  extract  from 
the  register,  of  establishing  at  the  same  time  the  identity  of 
the  deceased.^ 

89.  The  fact  of  death  may  also  be  established  by  documentary 
evidence.  Where  parish  or  other  registers  are  required  by  law  to 
be  kept,  entries  therein  of  the  death  or  burial  of  the  deceased,  are, 
for  all  ordinary  judicial  purposes,  evidence  of  the  fact  stated.^  It 
has  been  held  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  that 
entries  in  the  register  of  burials  of  Christ  Church,  St.  Peter's  and 


^  BoTerlej  v.  Beyerlej,  2  Yern.  131.    And  see  Fearae,  Con.  Rem.  {  4. 

*  Benson  v,  Olive,  2  Strange,  920.    See  Godb.  326. 
>  Manbj  v.  Gortia,  1  Price,  225. 

«  Jones  V.  WaUer,  Ibid.  229 ;  3  Gwill.  84Y. 

*  Per  Yanghan,  B.,  Doe  dem.  Oldnall  v.  Deakin,  3  Oarr.  k  Payne,  402  ;  14  Eng. 
G.  L.  R.  369 ;  Hnbb.  Er.  Sacces.  168,  169. 

*  Uabb.  Ev.  Sacces.  160. 

T  Ball.  N.  P.  247 ;  Hnbb.  Et.  Sacces.  160 ;  2  Greenl.  Er.  {  278  d. 
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St.  James's,  in  Philadelphia,  are  evidence  to  prove  the  period  of 
the  decease  of  the  persons  named  therein.^  So  an  entry  by  a 
deceased  father  in  a  family  Bible  is  admissible  to  establish  the 
death  of  his  son,  and  the  time  when  it  occurred.'  Proof  of  death 
may  also  be  made  by  the  registers  at  the  navy  office  containing  the 
mnster-roUs  of  vessels  in  the  public  service ;'  and  by  the  pay  lists 
of  the  company  in  which  the  ^deceased  served  as  a  subaltern/  In- 
quisitions po$t  mortem  taken  before  escheators  or  coroners  would 
appear  to  be  admissible  evidence  of  the  fact  of  death,  but  they  are 
not  conclusive,  since  they  may  be  traversed  in  the  proper  court/ 
But  the  certificate  of  an  officer  having  charge  of  a  state  prison  is 
not  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  decease  of  a  prisoner 
under  his  charge,  unless  it  is  made  his  legal  duty  to  register  the 
death.*  Nor  is  the  certificate  of  a  consul  of  the  death  of  an  indi- 
vidual abroad  sufficient  proof  of  that  fact.^ 

40.  It  seems  that  in  the  English  temporal  courts,  neither  letters 
of  administration  nor  probate  of  a  will  are  even  primd  faeie  evi- 
dence of  death,^  though  a  contrary  rule  appears  to  have  prevailed 
in  the  ecclesiastical  courts.'  The  ground  upon  which  the  temporal 
courts  proceed  in  this  particular  is,  that  the  death  is  not  the  matter 
directly  determined  by  the  ecclesiastical  court  in  granting  the  let- 
ters or  in  probating  the  will,  but  is  only  inferrible  by  argument 
therefrom ;  and  that  this  inferential  deduction  can  not  be  received 
as  evidence  of  the  fact  in  other  courts.^®  In  one  case,  indeed.  Lord 
Hardwicke  admitted  the  probate  of  a  will  as  evidence  of  the  testa- 
tor's death ;  relying  upon  the  lapse  of  time  from  the  grant  of  the 
probate,  and  the  difficulty  of  obtaining  better  evidence,  the  death 
having  occurred  in  the  East  Indies.'^    In  another  case,  which  was 


1  Lewis  V,  Marsball,  6  Pet.  470.  >  Ibid. 

*  Hubb.  £y.  Succes.  161 ;  2  GreenL  Bv.  {  278  d, 

*  Ibid.     See  Jackson  v.  Etz,  5  Cow.  314. 

*  Ibid.;  SergesoD  v.  Sealej,  2  Atk.  412;  1  Saand.  362,  note  (I). 

*  Gill  V.  Philips,  6  Mart  Loa.  Rep.  N.  S.  298,  300,  301. 
T  Morton  v.  Barrett,  19  Maine,  109. 

B  Hubb.  Ev.  Succes.  160.    Per  Lord  Gifford,  Moons  v.  De  Bernalet,  1  Russ.  307 ; 
Thompson  o.  Donaldson,  3  Esp.  63.    See  2  Esp.  564. 

*  See  Swinbnme  on  Wills,  part  6,  {  13 ;  Williams  on  Bzecntors,  1267. 

10  1  Salk.  290;  Hubb.  Ev.  Succes.  161,  162.    But  see  1  Greenl.  Br.  i  560,  and 
note, 
u  French  v.  French,  1  Dick.  268. 
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a  criminal  prosecution,  the  death  had  likewise  taken  place  in  India, 
and  the  letters  of  administration  were  admitted  as  evidence  of  it 
without  question,  the  identity  being  established.^  In  the  office  of 
the  accountant-general  of  the  court  of  chancery,  the  probate  was 
always  received  as  evidence  of  the  testator's  death ;  but  Lord  Eldon 
disapproved  the  practice.'  And  it  is  said  that  in  the  master's  office, 
and  in  applications  to  the  court  itself,  the  death  must  be  verified 
by  an  examined  copy  of  the  register,  accompanied  by  evidence  of 
identity.* 

41.  But  in  the  American  courts,  the  tendency  is  to  regard  both 
a  grant  of  letters  of  administration  and  the  probate  of  a  will  as 
frimd  facie  evidence  of  death ;  and  Professor  Greenleaf  so  states 
the  rule.^  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts  the  point  was  directly  pre- 
sented and  determined.  *^The  fact  of  the  death  does  not  stand  on 
a  presumption,"  the  court  s&id,  ''but  on  an  adjudication  of  the  pro- 
bate court.  That  court  could  not  grant  administration  without 
being  satisfied  that  Chandler  was  dead,  and  so  long  as  the  letters 
of  administration  stand  unrecalled,  they  are  evidence  of  the  death. '*^ 

42.  Documentary  evidence  of  the  death  should  be  accompanied 
by  some  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  party  whose  decease  is  to  be 
established  with  the  person  named  in  the  writing.^  Upon  this 
point  the  rule  is  succinctly  stated  by  Professor  Greenleaf  as  fol- 
lows :  "  The  identity  of  the  person  is,  primd  facte,  inferred  from 
the  identity  of  the  name ;  except  where  the  place  of  residence  was 
in  a  large  city  or  town ;  in  which  case  proof  of  some  additional  cir- 
camstances  seems  to  be  necessary."^  In  weighing  the  sufficiency 
of  evidence  of  identity,  the  comparative  frequency  of  the  name  is 
also  a  material  circumstance  to  be  considered.^ 

43.  Family  reputation,  and  the  declarations  of  deceased  rela- 


^  Fourth  Report  Real  Property  Commission,  App.  p.  98. 
>  Clayton  v.  Gresham,  10  Ves.  Jr.  288. 

*  Hubb  Et.  Sacces.  162.  There  have  been  several  instances  of  grants  of  admin- 
istration and  probate  of  the  wijls  of  persons  upon  an  erroneous  supposition  of  their 
death ;  and  the  facility  with  which  grants  of  administration  issue  has  led  to  their 
being  sometimes  fraudulently  employed  as  evidence  of  death.  See  a  reference  to 
some  of  these  cases  in  the  work  here  cited,  pp.  164,  165. 

«  1  Greenl.  Ev.  23  41,  550;  2  Ibid.  J  278  ^.,  355. 

*  Newman  v.  Jenkins,  10  Pick.  515.  See,  also.  Succession  of  Hamblin,  3  Rob. 
Loa.  B.  130;  Muirhead  v.  Muirhead,  27  Missis.  97. 

*  Ball.  N.  P.  247;  Hubb.  Bv.  Sacces.  160. 

7  2  Greenl.  Ev.  {  278  d,  «  Hubb.  Ev.  Sacces.  464. 
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tives,  made  when  they  had  no  interest  to  misrepresent  the  truth, 
are  also  admissible  to  prove  the  fVict  of  death.^  '^  Hearsay  is  good 
evidence  to  prove  my  father,  mother,  cousin,  or  other  relative 
beyond  the  sea,  dead ;  and  the  common  reputation  and  belief  of  it 
in  the  family  gives  credit  to  such  evidence/''  Reputation  in  the 
family  of  the  death  of  the  husband  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  the 
fact  in  an  action  for  dower.^  And  it  has  been  decided,  that  where 
a  person  lived  out  of  the  State,  reputation  among  his  acquaintances 
in  the  place  where  he  last  resided  is  also  admissible  to  prove  his 
death.^  In  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  it 
was  held  competent  for  a  witness  to  testify  as  to  information 
received  of  the  death  of  a  person  while  the  witness  was  temporarily 
at  the  former  place  of  residence  of  the  deceased/  But  in  Ken- 
tucky, proof  of  the  mere  statement  of  an  individual  in  another 
State,  where  the  person  supposed  to  be  dead  had  resided,  was  held 
insufficient  to  establish  the  alleged  death.^  ''The  sayings  of  rela- 
tives of  the  deceased,'*  the  court  remarked,  ''and  perhaps  of  the 
neighbors  and  intimate  acquaintances,  have  been  admitted  to  prove 
death,  especially  those  made  when  there  is  no  pending  controversy, 
and  when  the  mind  of  the  speaker  is  so  evenly  balanced,  as  to  be 
supposed  to  have  no  motive  for  telling  falsehood.  But  this  is  far 
from  being  the  case  here.  For  anything  that  appears,  it  is  the 
saying  of  a  solitary  stranger,  admitted  as  sufficient  to  prove  death, 
on  which  the  title  of  the  parties  essentially  depends."  So,  a  mere 
rumor  or  report  will  not  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  death  of  a 
person  abroad,  when  the  deceased  has  relatives  in  this  country 
whose  testimony  might  be  procured.^  But  the  fact  that  an  indi- 
vidual was  missing  at  a  particular  time,  accompanied  by  a  report 

1  Hubb.  Ey.  Sacces.  165  ;  2  Greenl.  Ey.  {  278  ^. ;  1  Phil.  Ev.  4tb  ed.  250,  263,  note 
98 ;  Raborg  v,  Hammond,  2  Har.  k  Gill,  42,  52 ;  Pancoast's  Leasee  v,  Addison,  1 
Har.  k  J.  350,  356,  367  ;  Cochrane  v.  Libby,  18  Maine,  39 ;  Waldron  v.  Tuttle,  4  N. 
H.  378 ;  Emerson  v.  White,  9  Foster  (N.  H.),  482 ;  Ewing's  Heirs  v.  Savary,  3  Bibb, 
235  ;  Dudley  v.  Grayson,  6  Mon.  259.  But  see  Whittuck  v.  Waters,  4  Carr.  k  Payne, 
375  ;  19  Eng.  0.  L  427,  which  is  said  in  the  notes  to  Phillipps  on  Evidence,  not  to 
have  been  fully  considered.  1  Phil.  Ev.  4th  ed.  264,  note.  See,  also,  Kewbam  v. 
Raithby,  1  Phill  315. 

2  Bull.  N.  P.  294,  citing  Grim  wade  v.  Stephens,  Kent,  1697 ;  Doe  dem.  Banning 
V,  GriiSn,  15  East,  293;  Doe  v,  Williams,  Cowp.  621. 

>  Cochrane  v.  Libby,  18  Maine,  39.   See,  also,  Kidder  v.  Blaisdell,  45  Maine,  461. 

*  Ewing's  Heirs  v.  Savary,  3  Bibb,  235 ;  Dudley  v.  Grayson,  6  Mon.  259. 

^  Lessee  of  Scott  v.  Ratliffe.  5  Pet.  81.     See  Jackson  v,  Cody,  9  Cow.  140. 

•  Dadley  v.  Grayson,  '6  Mon.  259.  ^  Nicholas  v.  Lansdale,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  21. 
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and  general  belief  of  his  death  is  primd  facie  sufficient.^  The  rule, 
however,  does  not  admit  hearsay  evidence  of  finding  the  body  and 
burial  of  one  supposed  to  be  dead.^ 

44.  Reputation  in  a  family  of  the  death  of  any  of  its  members 
may  be  made  evident,  as  well  by  conduct  which  points  with  suffi- 
cient significancy  to  the  fact  in  question,  as  by  express  declara- 
tions. Thus,  it  may  be  proved  that  a  funeral  was  attended  by 
members  of  the  family  as  that  of  the  person  whose  death  is  alleged ; 
that  they  went  into  mourning  for  him,  dealt  with  his  property,  or 
otherwise  acted  upon  the  supposition  that  he  was  dead.^ 

45.  So  the  silence  or  inaction,  under  certain  circumstances,  of 
the  party  who  is  alleged  to  be  dead,  may  assist  the  inference  of 
his  death.  In  an  important  English  case,  part  of  the  evidence 
of  the  death  of  certain  individuals  was  the  testimony  of  a  solicitor 
that  they  had  ceased  to  receive  life  annuities  which  he  used  to  pay 
them  under  the  will  of  one  of  their  relatives.^ 

46.  In  order  to  let  in  evidence  of  reputation  or  declarations  of 
deceased  relatives,  a  necessity  to  resort  to  it  ought  first  to  be  shown. 
This  may  be  done  by  proving  an  ineflfectual  search  for  an  entry  of 
the  burial  of  the  party  in  the  proper  register,  if  there  be  reason  to 
suppose  he  was  buried  in  a  locality  where  such  a  register  was  kept ; 
or  by  proof  of  his  protracted  absence  abroad ;  or  by  other  circum- 
stances which  tend  to  negative  the  possibility  of  obtaining  better 
evidence.  In  imposing  this  restriction  upon  the  admission  of 
reputation  as  evidence  of  death,  the  common  law  agrees  with  the 
civil  law.* 

47.  The  fact  of  death  may  also  be  proved  by  presumptive  as  well 
as  by  direct  evidence.*  When  a  person  goes  abroad  and  has  not  been 
beard  of  for  a  long  time,  the  presumption  of  the  continuance  of  life 
ceases  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years  from  the  periud  when  he  was 
last  heard  of.^    And  the  same  rule  holds  generally  with  respect  to 

1  Jackson  v,  Bts,  5  Cow.  314;  Jacksoa  v.  Boneham,  15  John.  226. 

*  Jackson  v.  Etz,  5  Cow.  314.  >  Hubb.  Ev.  Sacces.  166. 

*  Hnbb.  Bv.  Succes.  167.  *  Ibid.  166. 

*  Thome  v,  Rolfe,  Anders.  20,  pi.  42  ;  Dyer,  185  a.  j  Bendl.  86 ;  Webster  v.  Birch- 
more,  13  Yes.  Jr.  362. 

f  Hopewell  v.  De  Pinna,  2  Gamp.  113 ;  Doe  dem.  Banning  v.  Griffin,  16  Bast,  293  ; 
Doe  dem.  Knight  v.  Nepean,  6  Barn,  k  Adol.  86  ;  27  Eng.  0.  L.  42 ;  Lee  v.  Willock, 
6  Ves.  Jr.  606;  Rust  v.  Baker,  8  Sim.  443  ;  Dixon  v.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  610 ;  New- 
man V.  Jenkins,  10  Pick.  515 ;  Miller  v.  Beates,  3  S.  &  R.  490 ;  Loring  v,  Sceioeman, 
1  Met.  204;  Smith  v.  Knowlton,  11  N.  H.  191 ;  Forsaith  v.  Glark,  I  Foster  (N.  H.), 
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persons  away  from  their  usual  places  of  resort,  and  of  whom  no 
account  can  be  given.^  This  period  has  been  adopted  as  the  ground 
of  such  presumption  in  analogy  to  the  statute  of  1  Jac.  I.,  c.  11, 
relating  to  bigamy,  and  to  the  statute  of  19  Car.  II.,  c.  6,  relating  to 
the  continuance  of  lives  on  which  leases  are  held.* 

48.  By  both  of  the  statutes  above  cited,  there  must  concur,  in 
order  to  raise  tbis  presumption,  absence  for  seven  years  and  the 
non-receipt  of  intelligence  concerning  the  party  for  the  whole  of 
that  period.*  If  the  presumption  proceeded  upon  lapse  of  time 
only,  the  prescribed  term  would  be  too  short,  for,  being  of  general 
application,  it  ought  to  be  at  least  a  period,  after  the  lapse  of 
which,  on  the  average  of  cases,  death  becomes  more  probable  than 
life.  The  unknown  past,  with  reference  to  the  probabilities  of  events, 
may  be  judged  of  as  the  future ;  and  the  calculations  of  annuity 
tables  show  that  the  mean  probable  duration  of  human  life,  from 
the  average  of  all  ages,  is  much  longer  than  seven  years.^ 

49.  And  the  absence  must  be  with  reference  to  some  particular 


409;  Steyens  v.  McNamara,  36  Maine,  1V6;  V^hiteside's  Appeal,  23  Pa.  St.  114 
Osborn  v.  Allen,  2  Dutch.  388 ;  Spurr  v.  Trimble,  1  A.  E.  Marsh.  278 ;  Eagle  v 
Emmet,  4  Bradf.  117;  Puckett  v.  State,  1  Sneed,  355;  Rice  v.  Lumlej,  10  Ohio  St 
596 ;  Merritt  v.  Thompson,  1  Hilion,  N.  Y.  C.  P.  55 ;  Primm  v.  Stewart,  7  Texas 
178;  Wambaugh  v.  Schanck,  1  Penningt.  229;  Woods  v.  Woods,  2  Bay,  476 
Spencer  v.  Roper,  13  Ired  333 ;  McCartee  v.  Camel,  1  Barb.  Ch.  455 ;  State  t 
Moore,  11  Ired.  160;  Gilleland  v,  Martin,  3  McLean,  490;  Innis  v.  Campbell,  I 
Rawle,  373. 

1  Doe  dem.  Lloyd  v.  Deakin,  4  B.  &  A.  433  ;  6  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  476 ;  Doe  dem. 
George  v.  Jesdon,  6  East,  85;  Rowe  v.  Uasland,  1  W.  Bl.  404  ;  Bailey  v.  Hammond, 
7  Ves.  Jr.  590;  Stevens  v.  McNamara,  36  Maine.  176  ;  Whiteside's  Appeal,  23  Pa. 
St.  114 ;  Rice  v.  Lomley.  10  Ohio  St.  596.  See  Osborn  v.  Allen,  2  Dutch.  388.  But 
in  Spurr  v.  Trimble,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  278,  it  was  held,  that  to  justify  the  presumption 
of  death  from  seven  years  absence,  that  absence  must  be  from  {he  State  of  the 
absentee's  residence.     See,  also,  Hull  v.  Commonwealth,  Hardin,  479. 

2  Doe  dem.  Knight  v.  Nepean,  5  Barn.  &  Adol.  86 ;  27  Eng.  C.  L.  42 ;  Best,  Pre- 
Bump.  J  140;  Hubback,  Ev.  Succes.  170  ;  1  Phillipps,  Ev.  4th  ed.,  640. 

'  See  Miller  v.  Beates,  3  S.  &  R.  490  ;  Newman  v.  Jenkins,  10  Pick.  515  ;  Smothers 
V.  Mudd,  9  B.  Mon.  490  ;  Loring  v.  Steineman,  1  Met.  204.  But  where  a  second 
marriage  has  been  solemnized  within  seven  years  after  an  absent  husband  or  wife 
was  last  heard  of.  the  courts  will  presume,  in  favor  of  innocence,  after  the  lapse  of 
that  time,  that  the  former  husband  or  wife  died  before  the  second  marriage  was 
contracted.  Rex  v.  Twining,  2  B.  &  Aid.  386;  Spears  v.  Burton,  31  Missis«  547; 
Chapman  v.  Cooper,  5  Rich.  L.  452.  See  ante,  J  13.  As  to  cases  in  which  thia 
presumption  will  not  be  made,  see  Rex  v,  Harborne,  2  Ad.  &  Ellis,  540;  29  Eng.  G. 
L.  161. 

«  Hubback,  Ev.  Succes.  171.    See  In  re  Hall,  1  Wallace,  Jr.  85. 
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place,  and  the  non-receipt  of  intelligence  must  be  with  reference 
to  some  person  or  persons.  The  previous  home  of  the  party  affords 
data  for  the  former  fact;  and  proof  of  the  latter,  though  most 
satisfactory  when  proceeding  from  members  of  the  family,  may  be 
furnished  by  any  one  who  would  probably  have  heard  of  the 
absentee  if  living.^  Letters  from  the  absent  person,  written  within 
seven  years,  are  of  course  admissible  to  show  that  he  was  alive 
within  that  period.'  But  mere  hearsay  statements  that  he  had  been 
seen  by  others  within  that  time  are  not  competent  evidence.' 

60.  The  rule  by  which  death  may  be  inferred  from  seven  years 
absence  without  tidings,  does  not  prevent  the  same  inference  from 
being  drawn  from  circumstances  strong  enough  to  warrant  it  which 
have  occurred  within  a  shorter  period.*  Accordingly,  where  a 
person  had  embarked  on  board  a  vessel,  which  had  not  been  heard 
of  for  two  or  three  years,  and  which  it  was  proved  had  encountered, 
soon  after  sailing,  strong  gales  and  tempestuous  weather,  it  was 
held,  that  from  these  circumstances  his  death  might  be  presumed.^ 
And  where  a  vessel  homeward  bound  from  a  distant  port  had  not 
been  heard  of  for  six  years,  the  court  of  chancery  granted  a  refer- 
ence to  the  master,  to  inquire  and  state  whether  a  person  who  was 
the  mate  of  the  vessel  was  living  or  dead,  and,  if  dead,  when  he 
died.« 

51.  The  formation  of  the  presumption  may  also  be  accelerated 
by  proof  of  the  age,'  state  of  health,®  occupation  and  mode  of  life  of 
the  party  when  last  heard  of;  circumstances  of  obvious  importance 

1  Doe  dem.  Lloyd  v.  Deakin,  4  B.  &  Aid.  433  ;  6  Eng.  G.  L.  476.  See  McCartee 
r.  Camel,  1  Barb.  Ch.  R.  455 ;  Doe  v.  Andrews,  15  Ad.  St  Ellis,  N.  S.  756. 

'  Hopewell  v.  De  Pinna,  2  Camp.  113;  Rex  v.  Harborne,  2  Ad.  &  Ellis,  540  ;  29 
Eng.  C.  L.  161 ;  Dowl.  P.  C.  636. 

*  Smothers  v.  Mudd,  9  B.  Mon.  490. 

*  Rowe  V.  Hasland,  I  W.  Bl.  404;  King  v.  Paddock,  18  John.  141;  Smith  v. 
Knowlton,  II  N.  H.  191  ;  Puckett  v.  State,  1  Sneed,  355;  Eagle  v.  Emmet,  4  Bradf. 
117;   1  Greenl.  Ev.  J  41. 

&  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in  Watson  v.  King,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  121 ;  2  Eng. 
C.  L.  322 ;  8.  0. 4  Camp.  272.  See,  also,  Patterson  v.  Black,  Park  on  Ins.  2d  Amer. 
ed.  433,  434;  Johnson  v,  Hamilton,  1  Tyrw.  &  G.  45,  574. 

*  Egerton  v.  Egerton,  MSS.  (1836),  cited  Habb.  Ev.  Sacces.  173;  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
2  41 ;  2  Ibid.  {  278  /.  See,  also,  Loring  v.  Steineman,  1  Met.  204,  211 ;  White  v, 
Mann,  13  Shepl.  367;  King  v.  Paddock,  18  John.  141 ;  In  re  Hatton,  I  Curt.  Eccl. 
R.  595;  SiUick  v.  Booth,  1  T.  &  Col.  N.  C.  117;  Dixon  t;.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  510; 
Norris  v.  Norris,  Rep.  temp.  Finch,  419. 

^  Per  Lord  Denman,  4  Ney.  &  Mann.  344. 

>  Webster  o.  Birchmore,  13  Ves.  Jr.  362  ;  Swinbame  on  Wills,  part  6,  {  13. 
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in  questions  of  this  kind.  ^'  It  appears  to  me,"  said  Lord  Denman, 
^^  that  nothing  could  be  more  absurd  than  that  there  should  be  a 
presumption  of  life  or  death,  without  reference  to  the  age,  circum- 
stances, situation  of  life,  and  common  habits  of  the  party.     Can 

• 

there  be  the  same  presumption  as  to  a  party  who  is  one  hundred 
and  one  who  is  thirty-five  ?  as  to  a  party  who  was  in  good  health 
when  last  heard  of,  and  one  who  was  proved  to  have  had  a  disorder 
upon  him,  which  was  likely  speedily  to  terminate  in  his  death  ?*'^ 
And  the  circumstance  of  the  country  whither  the  party  had  gone 
having  been  visited  with  a  fatal  disease,  war,  or  other  similar 
calamity;  or  again,  the  sudden  unexplained  cessation  of  his 
habitual  correspondence  with  several  persons,  would  materially 
assist  the  presumption  of  his  death.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
cause  of  the  absentee's  departure,  the  terms  of  intercourse  on 
which  he  had  lived  with  his  relatives,  or  the  state  of  communica- 
tion between  this  and  the  country  where  he  resided,  may  be  such 
as  to  make  the  want  of  intelligence  concerning  him  easily* consist 
with  the  supposition  of  his  continued  existence.^ 

52.  In  the  application  of  the  rules  for  presuming  death,  regard 
is  to  be  had  to  the  subject  of  the  claim,  and  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  question  arises.  Where  the  proceeding  relates 
to  the  possession  of  real  estate  and  not  to  the  inheritance,  an  iJl- 
founded  presumption  of  death  can  rarely  produce  a  worse  effect 
than  that  of  giving  for  a  time  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  to  a  party 
not  entitled  to  it ;  the  corpus  of  the  property  in  the  meanwhile 
remaining  entire,  and  the  possession  being  recoverable  by  the  party 
to  whom  it  of  right  belongs.^ 

53.  These  considerations  apply  with  peculiar  force  to  a  pro- 
ceeding for  the  recovery  and  assignment  of  dower.  The  law 
imposes  upon  the  husband  the  duty  to  make  provision  for  the  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  his  wife  while  he  is  living,  and  confers 
upon  her  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  portion  of  his  estate  for 
the  same  purpose  after  his  death.  If,  then,  the  presumption  of 
death  arising  from  unexplained  absence,  or  from  circumstances,  be 

1  4  Nev.  &  Mann.  344. 

»  Hubback,  Et.  Succes.  1Y3,  174;  2  Greenl.  Kv.  §  278  /.  See  In  re  Hall,  1  Wal- 
lace, Jr.  85. 

»  Bubback,  Ev.  Succes.  176;  Rowe  v.  Hasland,  I  W.  Bl.  404;  2  Greenl.  Er. 
2  278  h.  See  Lomaz  v.  Rjder,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  145  ^  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  434  ;  6  Eng.  G.  L. 
477  ;  Miller  v.  Beates,  3  S.  &  R.  490,  492. 
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sufficient  to  support  a  possessory  action  by  the  heir,  or  by  a  stranger, 
it  is  manifest  that  it  should  also  entitle  the  wife  to  the  enjoyment 
of  her  dower.  The  assignment  could  work  the  husband  no  injury 
should  he  return ;  for  in  that  event  the  proceeding  would  go  for 
nothing  ;^  and  in  the  meantime  the  wife  would  have  derived  her 
support  from  the  source  whence  by  law  she  was  entitled  to  demand 
it.  This  reasoning  might  not  apply  with  the  same  force  where  the 
husband  had  aliened  the  lands  and  dower  was  demanded  of  the 
grantee ;  but  no  good  reason  is  perceived  for  exempting  him  from 
the  operation  of  a  rule  of  evidence  sanctioned  by  long  usage  and 
well  established  in  the  law. 

54.  By  the  old  law,  where  it  could  not  be  made  to  appear  posi- 
tively that  the  husband  was  dead,  as  where  he  was  absent  beyond 
seas,  and  no  intelligence  of  him  could  be  obtained,  the  wife  might 
recover  dower  conditionally,  upon  entering  into  sureties  to  restore 
it  without  suit  in  the  event  of  her  husband's  return.* 

65.  In  Thome  v.  Rolfe,*  in  the  2d  of  Elizabeth,  the  court  raised 
the  presumption  of  death  upon  the  lapse  of  the  precise  period  since 
prescribed  in  certain  cases  by  statute,^  and  adopted  in  most  others 
by  the  courts,  accompanied  by  the  negative  evidence  which  is  now 
required.  In  dower,  issue  was  taken  upon  the  question  of  the  death 
of  the  husband.  The  demandant  produced  two  witnesses,  one  of 
whom  was  the  brother  of  the  husband.  Their  testimony,  according 
to  the  reporter,  did  not  amount  to  full  proof,  but  consisted  in  con- 
jectures and  presumptions,  ^^  because  the  husband  departed  the 
kingdom  in  the  first  year  of  Queen  Mary,  on  account  of  his  religion, 
and  was  a  minister,  and  for  these  seven  years  has  been  absent ;  and 
in  this  time  of  this  religion  restored  here,  he  is  not  come  back ;  nor 
can  any  merchant  of  that  country,  sc,  of  Germany,  or  Englishmen 
who  travel  in  those  parts,  tell  of  his  being  alive;  nor  is  there  any 
token  of  it;  wherefore  they  conclude  in  their  consciences  that  they 
rather  think  him  dead  than  alive.*'     And  no  opposing  testimony 


^  It  haa  been  said  arguendo  in  the  old  books,  however,  that  after  the  court  has 
gjiren  jadgment  upon  the  proofs,  the  matter  shail  never  be  brought  into  question 
again  upon  better  proofs ;  for  this  would  be  to  attaint  the  court  and  impeach  its 
credit.     Hard.  127. 

»  Hughes,  WritS;  159  j  Bract.  302,  pi.  2  ;  Woman's  Lawyer,  274  ;  I*ark,  Dow.  247  ; 
Habb.  Ev.  Succes.  175 ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  325,  pi.  26. 

*  Thome  v,  Rolfe,  2  Dyer,  185  a.  \  b.  o.  1  And.  20;  Moor,  14,  15  ;  Bendl.  89. 

*  Ante,  I  47. 
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being  furnished  by  the   tenant,  judgment  was   given  upon  this 
evidence  for  the  demandant.^ 

56.  The  applicability  of  this  rule  of  presumptive  evidence  to  a 
proceeding  for  dower,  was  expressly  recognized  in  a  case  recently 
determined  in  Ohio.^  And  in  other  cases  the  courts  have  manifested 
a  disposition  not  to  exact  from  the  wife  strict  proof  of  her  husband's 
death.' 


1  Park,  Dow.  247  ;  Hubb.  Ey.Succes.  176.        »  Rice  v,  Lumley,  10  Ohio  St.  596. 

>  Cochrane  v.  Libby,  18  Maine,  39 ;  Kidder  v.  Blaisdcll,  45  Maine,  461.  See 
Jackson  v.  Claw,  18  John.  346;  Donnelly  v.  Donnelly,  8  B.  Mon.  113;  Woods  v. 
Woods,  2  Bay,  476 ;  Chapman  v.  Cooper,  5  Rich.  L.  452 ;  Spears  v.  Burton,  31 
Missis.  547. 
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The  rule  at  common  law, 

1.  According  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  if  a  tenant  at 
will,  or  for  years,  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  his  widow  will  be  entitled 
to  dower  as  against  the  feoffee  and  his  heirs ;^  "for,"  says  Mr. 
Roper,  "the  feoffee,  by  accepting  the  conveyance,  admits  that  the 
husband  was  seized  in  fee  and  entitled  to  pass  it ;  and  the  feoffee 
and  such  claimants  are  estopped  from  showing  that  the  husband 
had  a  less  estate.'*^  But  it  is  a  controverted  question  whether  this 
doctrine  is  applicable  where  a  tenant  for  life  makes  a  feoffment  in 
fee.  Mr.  Preston  maintains  that  there  is  no  dower  in  such  a  case,' 
and  in  this  he  is  supported  by  the  text  of  Brooke/  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  laid  down  in  Fitzherbert's  Natura  Brevium,^  that  the 
wife  of  a  tenant  for  life  who  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee,  shall  have 
dower  as  against  the  feoffee,  and  Mr.  Park,  and  Mr.  Boper,  concur 
in  this  statement  of  the  law.^ 


1  3  Hen.  IV.,  6  a.;  13  Hen.  IV.,  13;  1  Inst.  31  b.,  and  Hale's  note,  Ibid.  ;  Mosely 
t.  Taylor,  Sir  Wm.  Jones,  317  j  1  Prest.  Abstr.  355  ;  Prest.  Est.  655  ;  Park,  Dow. 
44 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  368. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  368.     See  Henley  v.  Webb,  5  Madd.  407. 

*  1  Prest.  Abstr.  355 ;  Prest.  Est.  555.         *  Bro.  Ab,  tit.  Dow.  fol.  235  b.  pi.  30. 
'  Filzh.  N.  B.  150,  margin. 

•  Park,  Dow.  44 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  368.  To  the  same  effect,  1  Bright,  H.  k  W. 
345,  pi.  31.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zil,  {{  31,  37  ;  ch.  xvii.,  2  19. 
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2.  But  where  the  acceptance  of  the  conveyance  does  not  neces- 
sarily admit  a  fee  in  the  husband,  the  tenant  is  not  estopped  from 
showing  the  true  nature  of  the  husband's  estate.  Rolle,  in  his 
Abridgment,^  states,  upon  the  authority  of  the  Year  Book,*  that 
if  husband,  tenant  for  life,  grant  a  lease  pur  autre  vie  and  die,  his 
widow  shall  not  have  dower.  And  the  reason  is,  that  the  lessee  by 
accepting  the  lease  merely  admits  that  the  husband  had  a  power  of 
demising  for  the  life  of  some  other  person  than  himself.  The  lessee, 
therefore,  not  being  estopped  to  show  the  husband's  interest  in  bar 
to  the  widow's  claim,  such  claim  must  be  disappointed  for  want  of 
the  seizin  of  the  husband  of  an  estate  of  inheritance.' 

3.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  the  instances  above  referred  to, 
applies  only  as  against  the  feoffee  and  those  claiming  under  him. 
As  against  the  persons  lawfully  entitled  to  the  lands  upon  the 
expiration  of  the  husband's  estate,  the  widow  can  not  claim  dower, 
since  they  are  not  prevented  from  showing  what  interest  he  had  in 
the  premises.  Her  title  to  dower  can  continue  no  longer  than  the 
estate  of  the  feoffee  is  permitted  to  endure.* 


The  rule  in  the  American  States. 

4t,  In  the  American  courts  a  number  of  cases  have  arisen  involv- 
ing the  question  whether,  in  proceedings  for  dower,  parties  claiming 
under  the  husband  of  the  demandant,  are  estopped  from  denying 
his  seizin.  And  the  decisions  upon  this  point  are  somewhat  con- 
flicting. 

5.  In  New  York,  the  question  came  before  the  supreme  court 
in  the  case  of  Bancroft  v.  White,*  determined  in  1803;  and  it  was 
there  held,  Kent,  Justice,  delivering  the  opinion,  that  a  person 
holding  under  conveyances  in  fee  deduced  from  the  husband  of  the 
demandant,  is  estopped  from  controverting  the  seizin  of  the  hus- 
band. The  same  point  arose  in  Hitchcock  v,  Harrington,^  and  was 
determined  in  the  same  way.  "  The  objection  of  the  want  of  seizin," 


1  RoU.  Ab.  tit.  Dow.  p.  676,  pi.  45.  «  3  Hen.  IV.,  6. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  369. 

«  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  368 ;  Fitzh.  N.  6.  150,  margin.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zii.,  2  31 ; 
cb.  xiv.,  2  2. 

*  Bancroft  v.  White,  1  Gaines'  Rep.  185. 

*  Hitchcock  V,  Harrington,  6  John.  290. 
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said  Kent,  Ch.  J.,  "  can  not  be  received  from  the  defendants,  as 
they  hold  under  the  husband  by  virtue  of  conveyances  from  his  son 
and  heir  at  law.  The  husband  died  in  possession  without  any 
previous  entry  or  foreclosure  by  the  mortgagee,  and  it  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  to  the  heir  or  person  claiming  under  him,  and 
enjoying  the  estate,  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the  ancestor.  In  Taylor's 
case,^  it  was  held,  that  if  a  tenant  at  will  or  for  years  made  a  feoff- 
ment in  fee  and  died,  and  his  wife  brought  dower  against  the  feoffee, 
he  could  not  plead  that  the  husband  was  not  seized.*'  And  in  Col- 
lins V,  Torry,^  the  principle  was  reaffirmed,  that  "the  tenant  deriv- 
ing title  by  mesne  conveyances  from  the  husband  of  the  demandant, 
can  not  deny  the  seizin  of  the  husband."  So  in  Hitchcock  v.  Car- 
penter,* it  was  held,  that  a  defendant  claiming  under  the  heir  of 
the  husband  is  estopped  from  denying  the  seizin  of  the  latter.  In 
Davis  v.  Darrow,^  the  demandant  was  the  widow  of  an  alien,  but  as 
the  defendant  derived  his  title  from,  and  held  the  premises  under 
the  deceased  husband,  the  court  refused  to  permit  him  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  defence  of  alienage.'* 

6.  In  the  foregoing  cases,  the  parties  against  whom  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  was  applied,  not  only  derived  title,  directly  or  mediately, 
from  the  husband,  and  enjoyed  the  lands  in  virtue  of  the  title  so 
acquired,  but  there  was  no  pretence  that  they  had  been  invested 
with  any  other  or  better  right.  Subsequently,  however,  in  Bowne 
V.  Potter,^  the  doctrine  was  materially  extended,  and  it  was  there 
held,  that  in  ejectment  for  dower,  where  the  defendant  obtains 
possession  by  virtue  of  a  conveyance  from  the  grantee  of  the  hus- 
band, he  is  estopped  from  showing  that  the  husband  had  not  title 
to  the  premises,  and  that  after  his  purchase,  on  an  action  being 
brought  against  him  by  the  real  owner  for  the  recovery  of  the  land, 
lie  acquired  the  true  and  paramount  title.  "It  must  be  conceded," 
said  Nelson,  C.  J.,  "that  if  the  husband  had  entered  into  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  or  given  a  lease  for  life  or  years,  instead  of  this  deed, 
the  defendant  would  not  be  permitted  to  deny  his  title  by  way  of 

1  Moaelj  V  Tajlor,  34  Eliz.,  cited  in  Sir  W.  Jones,  317. 
«  Collins  V.  Torry,  Y  John.  278. 

'  Hitchcock  V,  Carpenter,  9  John.  344.     See,  also,  Kmbree  v.  Ellis,  2  John.  119 ; 
Jackson  v.  Waltermire,  5  Cow.  301 ;  Dolf  v.  Basset,  15  John.  21. 

*  Davis  V.  Darrow,  12  Wend.  65. 

>  See  a  similar  ruling  in  Georgia,  post,  {  25. 

•  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164. 
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defence  to  the  claim  of  dower ;  or  set  up  title  in  a  third  person. 
While  occupying  under  his  vendor  or  lessor,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
purchase  in  even  a  better  title,  and  thus  dispute  the  title  by  which 
he  acquired  the  possession.  He  would  not  be  permitted  to  dispute 
the  title  of  the  heir  of  the  lessor  in  an  action  to  recover  the  remainder 
on  the  expiration  of  the  lease ;  and  I  do  not  perceive  how  the  claim 
of  the  widow  can  be  distinguished  from  that  of  the  heir.  She  holds 
under  the  title  of  the  husband,  like  the  heir,  and  her  interest  is  one 
which  has  never  been  sold  or  parted  with,  and  in  this  respect  is  like 
the  estate  or  remainder  recoverable  by  the  heir."  This  decision  is 
referred  to  without  question  as  to  its  correctness,  in  Jewell  v,  Har- 
rington,^ determined  shortly  afterwards. 

7.  In  Sherwood  v.  Vandenburgh,*  which  was  an  action  for  dower, 
and  in  which  the  subject  of  estoppel  again  came  up  for  considera- 
tion, Cowen,  J.,  remarked  as  follows:  "I  should  be  very  glad  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  Bowne  v.  Potter,  but  it  is  precisely  the 
same,  except  in  the  want  of  warranty  in  the  deed  from  the  husband 
to  Paddock.  No  particular  stress  was  laid  on  the  warranty,  how- 
ever, in  Bowne  v.  Potter.  Chief  Justice  Nelson  there  put  the 
estoppel  upon  the  naked  fact  that  the  defendant  claimed  through 
a  deed  from  the  husband.  That  the  defendant's  claiming  under  the 
husband,  or  his  heirs,  works  an  estoppel,  had  before  been  repeatedly 
and  strongly,  asserted  by  this  court.  The  case  of  Bowne  r.  Potter 
underwent  a  good  deal  of  examination,  though  it  proceeded  mainly 
upon  the  authorities  I  have  mentioned,  and  others,  cited  in  them 
from  the  English  books,  which  were  explained  and  understood  to 
raise  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  and  this,  too,  by  very  learned  judges, 
among  whom  was  the  late  Chief  Justice  Kent.  In  our  series  of 
cases,  the  question  seems  to  have  been  expressly  considered  in  all 
its  phases  with  reference  to  that  doctrine,  if  we  except  mutuality; 
and  on  the  want  of  that,  I  see  the  notion  of  an  estoppel  has  been 
denied  by  the  English  C.  B.  in  Gaunt  v.  Wainman.*  The  court 
say,  in  eifect,  tfte  widow  is  not  a  party  or  privy.  She  claims  by 
title  paramount.  She  is  not  estopped;  and  therefore  the  tenant  is 
not.     Suppose,  said  Tindal,  Ch.  J.,  the  husband  had  been  seized 


1  Jewell  V.  Harrington,  19  Wend.  471,  474. 

«  Sherwood  v.  Vandenburgh,  2  Hill,  303. 

'  Gaunt  V.  Wainman,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  69.     See  post,  {31. 
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of  a  freehold,  and  the  defendant  had  purchased  the  land  of  him  as 
leasehold,  would  this  have  estopped  the  widow?  Perhaps  that 
Tiew  is  conclusive,  but  it  was  involved  in  all  the  cases  decided  by 
this  court,  and  was,  in  effect,  repudiated  bv  them.  I  will  not  deny 
that  the  question  may  be  a  very  fit  one  for  review  in  the  court  of 
errors.  I  think  it  may ;  but  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  decisions  of 
this  court,  and  I  do  not  see  that  we  can  properly  revise  them." 
Shortly  afterwards,  in  Osterhout  v.  Shoemaker,'  Bronson,  J., 
adverting  to  the  previous  decisions,  observed:  ''I  have  not  for- 
gotten the  cases  which  hold  that  in  dower  the  grantee  of  the  hus- 
band is  estopped  to  deny  the  grantor's  title.  But  those  cases  are 
to  be  followed  because  the  rule  has  been  so  settled,  and  not  because 
it  rests  on  any  sound  principle.'' 

8.  In  consequence,  probably,  of  the  intimations  thrown  out  by 
judges  Gowen  and  Bronson  in  the  cases  cited  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion, the  question  was  finally  carried  to  the  court  of  appeals,  where, 
after  full  discussion,  the  rule  formerly  applied  was  essentially  modi- 
fied. In  a  suit  for  dower,  the  defendant  offered  to  show  that  the 
husband  of  the  demandant  never  had  any  estate  in  the  premises  of 
which  she  was  dowable,  but  that  his  estate  was  a  leasehold  merely. 
The  evidence  so  offered  was  excluded  on  the  ground  that  as  the 
husband,  while  in  possession,  had  assumed  to  convey  in  fee,  though 
by  a  quit-claim  deed  only,  and  as  the  defendant  held  under  the 
conveyance  so  made,  he  was  estopped  from  setting  up  that  the 
husband  had  not  an  estate  of  which  his  wife  was  dowable.  In  the 
court  of  appeals  this  ruling  was  pronounced  erroneous  and  the 
judgment  reversed,  that  court  holding  that  '^  in  ejectment  for  dower 
against  a  grantee  of  the  husband  by  quit-claim  deedy  or  a  person 
holding  under  such  grantee,  the  defendant  is  not  estopped  from 
showing  that  the  husband  was  not  seized  of  such  an  estate  in  the 
premises  as  to  entitle  his  widow  to  dower."^  ''I  am  of  opinion/' 
said  Wright,  J.,  referring  to  the  rejection  of  the  proffered  evidence 
on  the  trial,  ^'that  it  will  be  diflScult  to  rest  this  decision  upon 
sound  principle,  or  to  reconcile  it  with  the  doctrine  of  estoppels, 
as  generally  understood  and  expounded  by  the  courts;  although  I 
am  aware  that  there  are  several  cases  in  our  own  courts  that  hold 
that  a  grantee  of  the  husband  is  estopped  from  denying  his  seizin 

^  Osterhoat  v.  Shoemaker,  3  HUl,  513. 

s  Sparrow  v,  Kingman,  1  Gomst.  242 ;  8.  o.  12  Barb.  201. 
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in  an  action  of  dower  brought  by  the  widow.  Perhaps  the  case  of 
Bowne  v.  Potter,*  is  the  only  one  that  may  be  said  to  entirely 
assimilate  with  the  present.  The  error  originated  in  a  dictum  of  a 
judge  of  the  supreme  court,  in  an  early  case,  and  has  been  followed 
until  the  present  time;  recently,  not  because  the  misapplication  of 
the  law  of  estoppels  was  not  distinctly  seen  by  the  learned  judges 
who  sat  in  the  supreme  court,  but  for  the  reason  that  the  rule  had 
been  conclusively  settled  for  them  by  repeated  adjudications  of  their 
predecessors.  Here,  however,  the  question  is  not  res  adjudicatOy 
and  we  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reject  the  rule,  if  it  shall  be  found  on 
examination  irreconcilable  with  the  doctrine  of  estoppels  in  paisj 

and  unsupported  by  principle,  or  binding  authority The 

circuit  judge  grounded  his  decision  upon  the  fact  Hhat  Kingman, 
yrhen  in  possession,  had  by  his  deed  to  HoUey,  assumed  to  convey 
a  fee.'  This,  it  seems  to  me,  was  an  unwarrantable  construction 
of  the  deed.  It  was  an  ordinary  quit-claim,  that  might  be,  and 
often  is  used,  to  pass  an  estate  less  than  a  fee.  Kingman,  by  giving 
it,  could  'assume  nothing  in  relation  to  the  extent  or  nature  of  the 
estate.  The  law  fixes  the  force  and  effect  to  be  given  to  the  instru- 
ment. It  could  pass  no  greater  estate  or  interest  than  the  grantor 
himself  possessed  at  the  delivery  of  it.  Had  Kingman  been  a  tenant 
for  life  or  years,  or  seized  in  fee,  all  his  title,  estate  or  interest  would 
have  passed  to  the  grantee  by  the  conveyance  which  he  executed,  and 
nothing  more.*  The  deed,  therefore,  from  Kingman  to  HoUey 
assumed  to  pass  whatever  estate  and  interest  Kingman  had,  without 
specifically  defining  it.  If  the  grantor,  then,  might  show  that  no  title 
passed  by  his  quit-claim,  and  recover  the  land  in  opposition  to  it, 
why  should  the  mouth  of  his  grantee  be  closed  from  denying  that  he 
received  an  estate  in  fee  from  him,  or  that,  indeed,  any  title  passed 
by  his  conveyance?  Apply  the  rule  of  mutuality,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible to  assign  a  valid  reason.  Both  parties  must  be  bound,  or 
intended  to  be,  else  neither  is  concluded.  There  can  be  no  sound- 
ness in  the  principle  of  estopping  a  grantee  from  showing  that  no 
interest  passed  to  him  by  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  while  the  latter 
is  permitted  to  show  it.  But  it  may  be  further  observed,  that  this 
was  an  action  for  dower  brought  by  Kingman's  widow,  and  had 
Kingman  conveyed  the  premises  to  HoUey,  with  covenant  of  war* 

1  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164 ;  ante,  {  6. 
s  1  R.  8.  739,  2{  142,  143,  145. 
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ranty,  and  thereby,  by  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel,  concluded 
himself  from  denying  that  a  title  passed  by  his  deed,  the  widow 
could  not  have  been  affected.  His  covenant  could  not  have  estopped 
her.  She  would  have  been  neither  a  party  nor  privy,  but  a  stranger 
to  the  conveyance,  claiming  by  paramount  title.  She  would  not 
be  concluded,  if  the  grantor  was,  and  by  the  rule  of  mutuality,  as 
against  a  stranger,  the  grantee  should  not  be." 

9.  "It  is  contended,"  the  learned  judge  proceeded,  "that  the 
grantee  is  concluded  by  acceptance  of  the  deed.     But,  waiving  the 
doctrine  of  mutuality,  this  can  not  be,  unless  there  be  an  estate 
which  has  actually  passed  to  the  grantee  by  it,  co-extensive  with 
its  description  in  the  conveyance.    The  mere  acceptance  of  a  deed- 
poll,'  when  no  interest  actually  passes  by  it,  surely  can  not  conclude 
the  party  accepting.     Such  a  conclusion  would  be  totally  irreconci- 
lable with  every  principle  of  the  law  of  estoppel  in  pais.     Lord 
'Coke,  in  treating  of  estoppels  in  pais,  includes  that  '  by  acceptance 
of  an  estate,'  but  he  distinctly  illustrates  his  meaning  by  an  ex- 
ample which  he  gives  of  a  case  put  by  Littleton,  viz. :  of  a  common 
law  assurance  by  feoffment  without  writing  accompanying  it.^   Such 
an  assurance  operated  on  the  possession,  and  if  correctly  pursued, 
always  passed  a  freehold  or  fee  simple  to  the  feoffee.     But  in  the 
case  of  a  conveyance  by  grant,  bargain  and  sale,  or  release,  in 
which  it  is  never  necessary  that  actual  possession  should  accompany 
the  deed,  the  very  point  is  whether  an  estate  existed  in  the  grantor, 
and  has  passed,  to  be  accepted.     In  Taylor^s  case,^  which  has  been 
relied  on  to  sustain  the  doctrine  that  a  grantee  is  estopped  in  dower 
eases  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the  husband,  it  was  held,  that  if  a  tenant 
at  will,  or  for  years,  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  and  died,  and  his  wife 
brought  dower  against  the  feoffee,  he  could  not  plead  that  the  hus- 
band was  not  seized.'     This  is  the  case  of  a  tortious  feoffment,  in 
which  the  feoffee  has  obtained  and  retains  the  actual  seizin  of  the 
lands  by  a  wrong,  in  which  he  is  in  some  degree  a  willing  par- 
ticipant.    It  is  to  be  remembered  that  to  make  a  valid  feoffment, 
nothing  was  wanting  but  possession,  and  when  the  feoffor  had  pos- 
session, though  a  mere  naked  one,  a  freehold  or  fee  simple  passed 
to  the  feoffee  by  reason  of  the  livery.     This  livery  of  seizin  was 
the  investiture  or  delivery  of  corporal  possession  of  the  land  to  the 


1  See  Tol.  i.,  ch  xii.,  H  2,  3.  ^ 

*  Moaelj  V.  Taylor,  34  EUz.  cited  in  Sir  W.  Jones,  317.  >  See  ante,  }  1. 
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feoffee,  and  was  absolutely  necessary  to  complete  the  gift.  It  was 
a  corporal  transfer  of  the  soil  from  one  man  to  another,  taking  effect 
in  praesenti  or  not  at  all.  Th^  feoffee  was  a  principal  actor  in  the 
transfer,  and  passed  at  once  into  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  fee.^ 
The  feoffment,  which  could  not  be  made  without  an  acceptance  of 
the  possession  by  the  feoffee,  whether  tortious  or  not,  operated  as 
a  disseizin  of  the  owner,  and  although  he  had  a  right  of  entry  by 
action  in  the  case  of  a  tortious  disseizin,  that  right  might  be  tolled 
by  a  descent  cast.  Consequently  it  will  be  seen  that  the  acceptance 
of  an  estate  passed  by  feoffment  and  livery  of  seizin  differs  widely 
from  the  acceptance  of  a  modern  conveyance  by  grant  in  which  it 
is  never  necessary  to  give  it  validity,  to  enter  and  take  corporal 
possession  of  the  land,  and  by  which  the  grantee  may  obtain  a  fee, 
or  a  less  estate,  or  no  estate  at  all.  The  former  was  one  of  those 
solemn,  notorious  acts  in  pais  to  which  the  common  law  attaches 
peculiar  and  extraordinary  efficacy  and  importance ;  as  much  so  as 
to  matters  shown  by  record  or  writing  under  seal.  Hence,  Lord 
Coke,  in  enumerating  estoppels  in  pais  includes  such  an  acceptance. 
But  who  ever  heard,  at  common  law,  that  where  an  interest  in 
lands  was  attempted  to  be  conveyed  by  deed-poll,  without  livery, 
that  the  grantee  who  accepted  the  deed  was  estopped  from  contro- 
verting the  seizin  of  the  grantor,  or,  in  other  words,  from  showing 
that  nothing,  or  a  less  estate  than  a  fee,  passed  by  such  deed." 

10.  Bronson,  J.,  dissented.  ''As  to  one-half  of  the  Erie  Mills," 
he  said,  '^  the  defendant  derived  his  title  and  possession  from  George 
6.  Kingman,  the  plaintiffs  husband,  and  still  holds  under  that  title. 
So  long  as  he  thus  holds,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  seizin  of 
the  husband,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  widow  to  recover  her 
dower.  Questionable  as  I  think  this  doctrine  was  at  the  first,  it 
has  prevailed  too  long  in  this  State  to  be  now  overturned  by  a 
judicial  decision.  If  there  is  any  good  reason  for  changing  the 
rule,  the  change  should  be  made  by  the  legislature,  and  not  by  the 
courts.  ...  So  long  as  those  claiming  under  the  husband  have 
not  been  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  property,  there  is  no 
very  good  reason  for  allowing  them  to  defeat  the  widow's  claim  to 
dower,  by  setting  up  an  outstanding  title  which  may  never  be 
asserted ;  and  the  current  of  adjudication  in  this  State  has  not 
carried  the  estoppel  beyond  cases  of  that  description.     There  is,  I 

1  Liu.  li  595,  699,  611,  698,*  Co.  Litt.  366,  367  a. ;  2  Bl.  Com.  310,  313. 
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admit,  no  principle  upon  which  the  estoppel  can  be  carried  another 
step  and  applied  to  a  case  where  the  husband's  grantee  has  been 
obliged  to  purchase  in  a  good  outstanding  title  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  his  possession  ;  and  if  the  case  of  Bowne  v.  Potter*  must 
be  considered  as  going  that  length,  I  agree  that  it  can  not  be  sup- 
ported.    But  there  is  no  such  question  in  this  case." 

11.  In  Averill  v.  Wilson,  and  in  Hill  v.  Hill,*  the  case  of  Spar- 
row V.  Kingman  was  regarded  as  establishing  the  rule,  that  in  pro- 
ceedings for  dower  the  grantee  of  the  husband  is  not  estopped  to 
deny  the  seizin  of  the  latter.  In  that  case,  it  will  be  observed, 
stress  was  laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  conveyance  by  the  husband 
was  a  quit-claim  only ;  but  subsequently  the  doctrine  was  broadly 
laid  down,  that  in  ejectment  for  dower  against  a  person  claiming 
under  a  deed  in  fee  from  the  husband  with  full  covenants,  the  de- 
fendant is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  the  husband  had  not  a 
dowable  estate  in  the  premises.^ 

12.  In  Maine,  also,  there  have  been  a  number  of  decisions  upon 
the  question  now  under  consideration.  In  Kimball  v.  Kimball,^ 
the  defendant,  who  claimed  under  the  husband  of  the  demandant, 
ofTered  to  prove  that  the  title  of  the  husband  was  founded  on  a  con- . 
veyance  made  by  an  insolvent  grantor  to  defraud  creditors.  The 
evidence  was  rejected.  "  On  legal  principles,"  the  court  remarked, 
"the  defence  is  equally  destitute  of  foundation.  No  man  is  per- 
mitted to  deny  the  title  under  which  he  claims  and  holds.  This  is 
a  common  principle."  In  Nason  t^.  Allen,'  the  husband,  being 
seised  of  a  remainder  in  fee  expectant  upon  an  estate  for  life, 
mortgaged  the  premises  in  fee.  After  his  death,  his  widow  brought 
an  action  of  dower  against  the  mortgagee,  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  latter  was  estopped  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the  husband.  And  in 
Hains  v.  Gardner,^  the  same  principle  was  applied.  "  This  court," 
said  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  '^  has  repeatedly  recognized 
the  principle,  that  a  person  holding  under  a  conveyance  in  fee  from 
the  husband  of  the  demandant  in  dower,  is  estopped  from  contro^ 
verting  the  seizin  of  the  husband.  If,  therefore,  the  tenant  in  this 
case  holds  under  a  deed  from  the  plaintiff's  husband,  executed  sub* 

>  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164;  ante,  2  6. 

>  Averill  V.  Wilson,  4  Barb.  ISO-  Hill  v.  flill,  Ibid.  419,  429. 

*  Finn  v.  Sleigbt,  8  Barb.  401 ;  Kinfi:man  v.  Sparrow,  12  Barb.  201. 

*  Kimball  v,  Kimball,  2  Oreenl.  226. 

&  Nason  v.  Allen,  6  QreenL  243.  *  Hains  v.  Oardner,  !()•  Mnine,  333'. 
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sequent  to  the  marriage,  all  the  facts  in  the  agreed  statement 
tending  to  show  that  the  husband  was  not  seized  during  coverture, 
are  inadmissible  as  evidence,  and  can  have  no  effect  upon  our 
decision."  So  in  Smith  v.  Ingalls,^  where  the  tenant  held  under  a 
deed  of  release  from  the  demandant  as  executrix  of  her  husband's 
will,  conveying  the  testator's  interest  in  the  premises,  subject  to 
her  right  of  dower,  and  who  disclosed  no  other  title,  the  same  rule 
was  applied.  '^  Had  the  tenant  been  seized  of  the  land  in  which 
dower  is  demanded,"  said  the  court,  ''  by  a  distinct  title,  before  his 
purchase  from  the  executrix,  the  case  might  have  borne  some  resem- 
blance to  that  of  Fox  V,  Widgery,^  cited  for  the  tenant.  But  all  the 
title  he  has  comes  from  the  husband.  No  other  appears  with  which 
he  connects  himself." 

13.  In  Knight  v.  Mains,'  the  tenant  took  a  deed  from  the  State, 
containing  the  following  reservation  in  favor  of  the  widow  of  one 
who  died  in  possession  of  the  premises:  '^ Reserving  to  E.  M., 
formerly  the  wife  of  J.  M.,  a  life  estate  in  the  same,  to  one-third 
thereof,  in  the  same  manner  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  her 
right  of  dower  in  the  premises,  if  her  husband,  J.  M.,  had  died 
seized  of  the  same  in  his  own  right;  and  she  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
privilege  of  having  the  same  set  off  to  her  in  the  same  manner  she 
would  have  been,  had  the  said  lot  been  the  property  of  said  J.  M., 
at  the  time  of  his  decease."  The  grantee  was  not  permitted  to  resist 
the  claim  of  E.  M.  to  dower.* 

14.  It  has  been  held,  also,  in  the  same  State,  that  where  two 
persons  join  in  a  conveyance  with  covenants  of  warranty,  and  there 
is  no  designation  of  the  manner  in  which  the  estate  was  held  by 
them,  and  the  grantee  enters  and  enjoys  the  premises  thereunder, 
he  can  not,  in  a  suit  for  dower,  deny  the  seizin  of  either  of  the 
grantors;^  nor  can  he  show  that  one  of  them  was  seized  of  a  larger 
proportion  than  the  other.®  And  the  general  doctrine  of  the  previ- 
ous  cases  upon  the  subject  was  reafiSrmed  in  Thorndike  v.  Spear  ;^ 
J>ut  shortly  afterwards  the  rule  was  qualified  to  some  extent  by  a 

1  Smith  V.  iDgalls,  13  Maine,  284. 

«  Fox  V.  Widgeiy,  4  Greenl.  214.    See  post,  J  28. 

*  Knight  V,  Mains,  12  Maine,  41. 

*  See,  also,  Campbell  v.  Knights,  24  Maine,  332 ;  Cochrane  v,  Libbr,  18  Maine, 
39 ;  Carter  v.  Parker,  28  Maine,  609 ;  Mann  v,  Edson,  39  Maine,  25. 

&  Hamblin  v.  Bk.  of  Cumberland,  19  Maine,  66;  Stlmpson  v.  Tbomaston  Bk.,  28 
Maine,  259. 

«  Ibid.  f  Thorndike  r.  Spear,  31  Maine,  91. 
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decision  to  the  effect  that  although  one  claiming  under  a  convey- 
ance from  the  husband  is  estopped  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the  latter, 
he  is,  nevertheless,  entitled  to  show  that  the  seizin  was  not  of  such 
a  character  as  to  confer  a  right  of  dower.^  "It  is  insisted,*'  the 
court  said,  "that  the  tenant  is  estopped  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the 
husband,  as  he  holds  the  estate  by  a  title  derived  from  him.  While 
he  may  not  be  permitted  to  deny  that  the  husband  was  seized,  he 
may  be  permitted  to  show  the  character  of  that  seizin,  and  that  it 
was  not  such  that  his  widow  would  be  entitled  to  dower.*'  And  in 
the  recent  case  of  Foster  t;.  Dwinel,^  in  which  the  previous  cases 
were  reviewed  and  a  strong  disposition  manifested  by  the  court  to 
retrace  their  steps  and  adopt  the  rule  as  now  settled  in  New  York, 
it  was  held,  that  a  tenant  claiming  title  under  a  deed  of  quit-claim 
from  a  mortgagee,  executed  before  foreclosure,  is  not  estopped,  in 
an  action  of  dower  by  the  widow  of  the  latter,  from  showing  that 
her  husband's  seizin  was  only  that  of  a  mortgagee.^ 

15.  In  an  action  to  recover  dower,  the  demandant,  as  evidence 
of  her  right,  introduced  a  mortgage  deed  of  the  premises  given  many 
years  before  by  her  husband,  on  which  deed  appeared  an  assignment 
by  the  mortgagee  to  one  from  whom  the  tenant,  by  several  mesne 
conveyances,  derived  title.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the 
assignee  ever  claimed  title  under  the  mortgage,  or  had  any  know- 
ledge of  the  assignment,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  was  not  estopped 
to  deny  that  the  husband  had  title  during  the  coverture.^ 

16.  In  Massachusetts,  in  an  early  case,  the  deed  to  the  husband 
of  the  demandant  was  shown  to  have  been  made  at  a  time  when  his 
grantor  was  disseized  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  therefore 
disabled,  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  to  make  a  valid  conveyance. 
The  husband  never  entered,  but  subsequently  conveyed  to  the  dis- 
seizor, who  remained  in  possession.  The  tenant,  who  derived  title 
under  the  latter,  was  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the  above  facts, 
and  the  claim  for  dower  was  disallowed.^  The  court  said :  "  As  to 
the  supposed  estoppel,  whatever  might  be  its  operation  in  an  action 
against  Gonant  (the  disseizor),  it  can  not  bind  the  present  tenant, 
whose  title  is  independent  of  the  deed  from  Small,  (the  husband  of 

1  Gammon  v.  Freeman,  31  Maine,  243.  *  Foster  v.  Dwinel,  49  Maine,  44. 

*  It  was  decided  in  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine,  343,  that  an  outstanding  title 
purchased  bjr  the  defendant  after  the  commencement  of  an  action  of  dower  against 
him,  can  not  be  set  up  in  bar  of  the  suit. 

«  Kidder  v.  BlaUdeii,  45  Maine,  461.  &  Small  v.  Procter,  15  Mass.  495. 
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the  demandant).  Nothing  passed  by  that  deed ;  so  that  it  could 
not  work  on  the  interest  in  the  land  so  as  to  run  with  it.  Conant, 
however,  was  not  estopped  to  deny  the  seizin  of  Small.  The  grantee 
may  be  permitted  to  show  that  his  grantor  was  not  seized,  as  is 
every  day  allowed  iii  actions  of  covenant." 

17.  But  in  Wedge  v.  Moore,*  in  the  same  State,  it  was  held,  that 
if  one  tenant  in  common  of  land  occupy  the  whole,  and  convey  it 
in  fee,  his  grantee  is  estopped,  in  a  writ  of  dower  brought  by  the 
widow  of  the  grantor,  to  deny  the  title  and  seizin  of  the  latter  in 
the  whole  estate.  "The  case  finds,"  the  court  observed,  "that  the 
demandant's  husband  had  a  deed  from  his  father  of  one  undivided 
half  of  the  mill  lot ;  that  he  occupied  the  lot  and  took  upon  himself 
to  convey  the  whole,  which  gave  him  a  freehold  by  disseizin ;  and 
the  only  title  by  which  tie  tenant  claims  the  whole,  is  a  deed  from 
the  demandant's  husband ;  he  is  therefore  estopped  from  denying 
his  grantor's  seizin." 

18.  In  another  case,  a  grantee  of  lands  entered,  supposing  the 
premises  purchased  to  be  correctly  described  in  his  deed,  and  died 
in  possession.  His  administrator  sold  the  lands  to  the  defendant, 
who,  discovering  that  by  reason  of  misdescription  the  estate  was 
not  embraced  in  the  grant  to  the  decedent,  procured  a  quit-claim 
from  the  original  grantor,  in  which  the  lands  were  described  as  the 
same  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  the  former  conveyance.  The 
court  allowed  dower  to  the  widow  of  the  deceased  grantee,  holding 
that  the  release  procured  by  the  tenant  operated  simply  as  a  con- 
firmation of  the  title  derived  from  the  administrator.  The  question 
of  estoppel  was  raised  and  argued,  but  not  decided.^ 

19.  In  an  action  of  dower  in  Pennsylvania,  in  which  the  right  of 
the  widow  was  denied,  the  latter,  to  show  title  in  her  husband,  gave 
in  evidence  a  conveyance  in  fee  to  him  from  the  defendant.  It  was 
held,  that  by  appearing  and  controverting  the  right  of  the  demand- 
ant, the  defendant  claimed  to  be  tenant  of  the  freehold,  and  could 
not,  therefore,  set  up  title  in  a  mere  stranger  under  whom  no  one 
was  claiming  the  premises.^ 

^  Wedge  V.  Moore,  6  Gush.  8. 

*  Hale  V.  Mann.  4  Gray,  132.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zx.,  |  5. 

*  Evans  v.  Evans,  29  Pa.  St.  277.  Where  a  conveyance  without  words  of  inheri- 
tance in  the  granting  clause,  contained  a  covenant  of  warranty  in  fee  simple,  it  was 
held  that  the  covenant  operated  by  way  of  estoppel,  and  that  the  widow  of  the 
grantee  might  defend  her  possession  under  such  estoppel,  as  against  a  sabsequent 
lessee  of  the  grantor  with  notice  of  the  deed.     Shaw  v.  Galbraith,  7  Barr,  111. 
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20.  In  New  Jersey,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  has  been  applied  to 
cases  for  dower,  without  material  qualification.  Thus,  in  Hyatt  v. 
Ackerson,^  it  was  laid  down  as  the  law,  that  a  defendant  in  dower 
who  claims  title  to  the  premises  in  question  by  deed  from  or  under 
the  husband  of  the  demandant,  can.  not  be  admitted  to  deny  the 
seizin  of  the  husband,  so  as  to  defeat  the  widow's  dower,  she  being 
in  all  other  respects,  entitled  to  recover;  and  that  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  a  defendant  in  dower  who  purchases  by  direct  con- 
veyance from  the  husband,  and  one  who  holds  under  a  sheriff's 
deed.     The  same  principle  has  been  recognised  in  other  cases.' 

21.  In  New  Hampshire,  it  is  held  that  a  party  claiming  under 
the  husband  of  a  demandant  in  dower,  is  not  estopped  from  show- 
ing that  the  husband  was  not  seized  of  a  dowable  estate.  This  point 
was  determined  in  Moore  v.  Esty,^  where  it  appeared  that  the 
estate  of  the  husband  was  subject  to  an  outstanding  estate  of  free- 
hold, and  consequently  did  not  confer  a  right  of  dower.*  In  the 
course  of  an  examination  of  the  earlier  New  York  cases,  the  court 
said:  "In  Hitchcock  v.  Carpenter,*  it  was  held,  according  to  the 
report  of  the  case,  in  an  action  of  dower,  that,  as  the  tenant  claimed 
under  -the  heirs  of  the  husband,  who  had  been  in  possession,  he  was 
estopped  to  deny  the  seizin  of  the  husband.  These  circumstances 
afforded  strong  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  seizin,  but  certainly  did 
not  amount  to  an  estoppel.  For,  can  it  be  doubted,  that  if,  in  such 
a  case,  it  could  be  shown  that  the  husband,  although  in  possession, 
never  had  any  estate  in  the  land,  except  a  remainder  or  a  reversion 
after  an  estate  for  life,  that  this  might  be  shown  to  defeat  the  claim 
of  dower?  We  think  not.  The  cause  was  correctly  decided,  but 
the  court  used  the  word  estoppel  in  a  new  sense,  or  the  case  is  not 
accurately  reported.  ...  It  is  possible  that  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  a  tenant  in  a  writ  of  dower,  who  claims  under  the  husband, 
can  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  title  of  a  stranger  to  disprove 
the  seizin  of  the  husband.  But  there  is  no  pretence  that  there  is 
anything  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case  which  can  preclude  the 
tenant  from  showing  that  the  husband  was  never  so  seized  as  to 
entitle  this  demandant  to  dower."     So  where  the  husband  of  the 

1  Hyatt  17.  Ackeraon,  2  Qreen,  564. 

*  Montgomery  v.  Braere,  2  South.  865 ;  Tbompsoa  v.  Bo?d|  2  Zab.  543.     See 
Eoglish  V.  Wright,  Coxe,  437. 

»  Moore  p.  Eaty,  5  N.  H.  479.  *  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xv. 

*  Hitchcock  V,  Carpenter,  9  John.  344  ;  ante,  {  5. 
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demandant,  having  a  reversion  in  expectancy,  joined  with  the 
owner  of  the  immediate  estate  in  a  conveyance  in  fee  to  the  tenant, 
with  covenants  of  warranty;  under  which  conveyance  the  tenant 
entered  into  possession,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  was  not  estopped 
by  such  deed  and  possession  from  showing  the  true  title  of  the  hus- 
band, and  that  under  it  the  widow  had  no  claim  of  dower .^  A  similar 
ruling  was  made  in  Rhode  Island,  in  the  case  of  Oardner  v.  Greene.' 

22.  The  following  case  was  determined  in  Michigan:  M.,  in  1815, 
conveyed  certain  premises  by  warranty  deed  to  R.,  who  afterwards 
died;  and  E.  R.,  his  widow,  applied  for  a  confirmation  of  the  title 
to  the  governor  and  judges  of  the  Territory  of  Michigan,  as  the 
widow  and  legal  representative  of  R.,  under  the  Act  of  Congress 
of  April  21,  1806,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  adjustment 
of  titles  of  lands  in  the  town  of  Detroit  and  Territory  of  Michigan, 
and  for  other  purposes,'*  placing  her  application  on  the  deed  from 
M.  to  R. ;  and  in  pursuance  of  such  application  the  premises  were 
deeded  to  her.  In  an  action  for  dower  brought  by  the  widow  of 
M.,  it  was  held  that  E.  R.,  and  those  claiming  under  her,  were 
estopped  by  the  deed  from  M.  to  R.,  from  denying  the  seizin  of  M.* 

28.  In  Ohio,  in  the  case  of  Coakley  v.  Perry,*  a  party  in  pos- 
session under  a  bond  fide  claim  of  title,  purchased  in  an  outstanding 
tax  title  in  order  to  remove  the  incumbrance  from  the  lands  and 
the  cloud  from  his  own  title.  The  holder  of  the  tax  title  had  never 
been  in  possession,  nor  had  he  asserted  any  right  to  the  possession. 
After  his  death,  his  widow  instituted  proceedings  for  dower  against 
the  true  owner  of  the  premises,  and  it  was  insisted,  that  by  accept- 
ing a  deed  from  her  husband  the  defendant  was  estopped  to  deny 
his  seizin.  But  the  court,  after  careful  consideration  of  the 
question,  came  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  "The  decisions  in  this 
country,"  they  said,  "in  which  the  grantee  and  those  claiming 
under  him  were  held  to  be  estopped  to  deny  the  title  of  the  grantor, 
were  cases  in  which  the  grantee  received  and  held  possession  under 
the  conveyance,  and  relied  upon  it  as  his  source  of  title,  and  not 
where  the  grantee  held  the  title  under  a  prior  and  independent 
conveyance.***  In  a  later  case,  while  the  foregoing  doctrine  was 
in  no  degree  qualified,  it  was  nevertheless  held,  that  where  a  party 
has  gone  into  possession  under  a  conveyance  containing  covenants 

1  Otis  v.  Parshlej,  10  N.  H.  403.  *  Gardner  v.  Greene,  5  R.  I   104. 

s  May  17.  Tillman,  1  Mann.  262.  «  Coakley  v.  Perry,  3  Ohio  St.  344. 

B  See  post,  il  27,  28. 
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of  general  warranty,  and  has  continued  in  possession,  deriving 
neither  title  nor  possession  from  any  other  source,  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  question  the  title  of  his  grantor  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  widow  of  the  latter  to  recover  her  dower.*  The  observations 
of  the  court  upon  this  point  were  as  follows :  •*  There  is  much  diversity 
in  the  authorities  as  to  the  existence,  origin,  and  just  application  of 
the  rule  which  prohibits  a  grantee  in  fee  from  denying  the  title  of 
his  grantor.  Some  of  the  cases  deny  its  application  altogether  to 
persons  standing  in  such  relation  to  each  other ;  while  others  annex 
the  qualiGcation,  *  especially,  if  the  grantee  does  not  receive  pos- 
session from  the  grantor.'  Some  cases  assert  that  there  is  no  legal 
estoppel  in  such  cases,  but  that  the  ^  moral  policy  of  the  law'  will  not 
permit  the  grantee  to  deny  the  title  of  him  from  whom  he  received  and 
still  holds  the  possession.  In  some  cases  it  is  held,  that  the  receiving 
and  retaining  possession  under  such  circumstances,  is  only  a  primd 
facie  admigsion  by  the  grantee  of  the  title  and  right  of  his  grantor, 
and  that  he  is  still  at  liberty  to  prove  a  title  in  himself,  derived 
from  other  sources ;  while  others  limit  this  right  of  the  grantee  to 
cases  in  which  he  did  not  acquire  his  possession  from  the  grantor 
whose  title  he  disputes,  or  by  virtue  of  his  conveyance,  but  obtained 
it  under  some  other  title  or  claim,  and  that  such  grantee  must  be 
permitted  to  fruy  his  peace,  without  prejudice  to  his  rights.  .  .  . 
Notwithstanding  the  apparent  disagreement  in  the  cases  cited,  the 
decided  weight  of  these  authorities,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  case 
made  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  seems  to  be,  that  where  one  enters 
into  the  possession  of  land  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  conveyance  in 
fee,  with  covenants  of  warranty  from  another,  and  retains  that 
possession,  relying  upon  the  grant,  or  the  possession  under  it,  in 
aid  of  his  title  or  possession,  he  can  not  deny  the  title  thus  acquired 
against  the  grantor  and  those  claiming  under  him ;  and  it  is  not 
material  whether  this  preclusion  is  founded  upon  a  legal  estoppelj 
or  the  'moral  policy  of  the  law,'  alluded  to  by  Ch.  J.  Marshall  in 
7  Wheaton.^  It  is  equally  eflFective  in  either  case,  and  the  latter 
principle  would  seem  to  apply  to  conveyances  without,  as  well  as 
with,  warranty.'* 

24.  In  Kentucky,  in  Dashiel  v.  Collier,^  the  law  was  held  sub- 
stantially as  in  the  case  last  cited.    According  to  the  decision  there 

>  Ward  r.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  St.  231. 

»  Blight'8  Lessee  v,  Rochester,  T  Wheat.  535 ;  post,  J  26. 

*  Dashiel  v.  Collier,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  601.    See  WaU  v.  Hill,  1  Dana,  172. 
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made,  if  a  party  acquire  his  right  and  possession  under  a  deed  from 
the  husband,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  title  of  the  latter ; 
but  he  may  show  that  he  holds  under  a  superior  title,  and  inde- 
pendently of  the  conveyance  from  the  husband.  It  has  been  deter- 
mined, also,  in  the  same  State,  that  if  a  tenant  who  has  entered 
under  the  husband  be  evicted  by  a  paramount  title,  and  afterwards 
acquire  that  title  and  hold  possession  under  it,  the  widow  has  no 
right  of  dower  as  against  him.  And  proof  of  these  facts  is  not 
inconsistent  with  any  obligation  or  estoppel  resulting  from  the  con- 
veyance by  the  husband.^  And  in  a  later  case  it  was  held,  that  a 
purchaser  is  not  estopped  by  the  husband's  deed  from  explaining 
the  nature  of  his  seizin,  and  showing  that  it  was  not  of  such  a 
character  as  entitled  liis  wife  to  dower.^ 

25.  In  North  Carolina,  also,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  applied 
against  a  party  claiming  under  the  husband.'  Nor  can  he,  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  claim  to  dower,  avail  himself  of  a  title 
obtained  subsequently  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit  and  his 
plea  thereto/  In  South  Carolina^  and  Mississippi,^  the  rule  is  the 
same.  A  tenant  .who  occupies  and  enjoys  an  estate  under  the 
husband's  title  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  a  defect 
therein.  But  in  the  former  State  he  may  show  that  the  husband 
was  a  mere  trustee,  and  conveyed  in  execution  of  the  trust,  and 
thus  defeat  the  claim  to  dower .^  Upon  this  point,  similar  decisions 
have  been  made  in  Alabama^  and  Arkansas.^  In  the  former  State 
it  has  also  been  determined,  that  when  the  defendant  takes  nothing 
by  the  husband's  deed,  he  is  not  estopped  from  showing  the  truth 
in  answer  to  a  claim  for  dower.^^  So  the  gratuitous  payment  of 
rent  by  one  in  possession,  does  not  estop  him  from  showing  the 
true  character  in  which  he  holds  the  premises.*^     And  in  Mississippi 


1  Hugley  V.  Gregg,  4  Dana,  68.  «  Golly  v.  Ray,  18  B.  Mod.  107. 

'  >Iorwood  4.'.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  ft  B.  Law,  442 ;  Love  v.  Gates,  Ibid.  364. 

*  Norwood  V,  Marrow,  4  Dev.  &  B.  Law,  442. 

6  Gayle  v.  Price,  6  Rich.  L.  525 ;  Pledger  v.  Ellerbee,  6  Rich.  L.  26G ;  Hill  r. 
Robinson,  1  Strobh.  2,  3. 

*  Randolph  v.  Doss,  3  How.  (Miss.),  205 ;  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  Ibid.  368. 

f  Plantt  V.  Payne,  2  Bailey,  319.  ^  Edmondsoo  v.  Welsh,  27  Ala.  578. 

*  Crittenden  r.  Woodruff,  6  Eng.  82.  In  this  case,  the  correctness  oF  the  doutrine 
of  the  early  New  York  cases  on  the  subject  of  estoppel,  is  controverted.  Upon  the 
proposition  to  which  the  case  is  here  cited,  see,  also,  Babcock  v.  Wyman,  19  How. 
U.  S.  289.     See,  upon  the  general  doctrine,  Blakeney  v.  Ferguson,  20  Ark.  547. 

10  Edmondson  t\  Montague,  14  Ala.  370.  ^^  Shclton  v  Carrol,  16  Ala.  148. 
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a  purchaser  who  has  received  a  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty, 
"  excepting  only  the  widow's  right  of  dower,"  is  not  estopped  by 
Bnch  exception  from  controverting  the  fact  of  the  marriage.*  In 
Georgia  the  tenant  is  estopped  from  setting  up  the  alienage  of  his 
vendor  as  a  defence  in  an  action  of  dower  brought  by  the  widow  of 
the  latter.'  In  Iowa  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  against  a  party 
deriving  title  from  the  husband,  is  also  recognized  and  applied.^ 
In  Delaware,  the  heir  is  held  to  come  within  the  operation  of  the 
same  rule.  Where  his  mother  claims  dower  in  the  lands  descended 
to  him,  he  can  not  controvert  the  seizin  of  his  father.^  But  in 
Illinois,  a  grantee  may  deny  the  title  and  seizin  of  the  grantor,  and 
show  that  he  claims  under  another  title.'^ 

The  general  doctrine  considered. 


2i 


!C.  The  propriety  of  a  strict  application  of  that  principle  of  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  which  forbids  a  denial  of  title,  to  parties  sus- 
taining the  relation  of  vendor  and  vendee,  has  been  questioned  by 
high  authority.  The  subject  came  under  review  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Blight's  Lessee  r.  Roch- 
ester,^ in  which  Ch.  J.  Marshall  traces  the  origin  of  the  doctrine 
back  to  the  feudal  tenures,  "when  the  connection  between  land- 
lord and  tenant  was  much  more  intimate  than  it  is  at.  present ; 
when  the  latter  was  bound  to  the  former  by  ties  not  much  less  strict, 
nor  not  much  less  sacred,  than  those  of  allegiance  itself."  And 
he  adds:  "The  propriety  of  applying  the  doctrines  between  lessor 
and  lessee  to  a  vendor  and  vendee,  may  well  be  doubted.  The 
vendee  acquires  the  property  for  himself,  and  his  faith  is  not 
pledged  to  maintain  the  title  of  the  vendor.  The  rights  of  the 
vendor  are  intended  to  be  extinguished  by  the  sale,  and  he  has  no 
continuing  interest  in  the  maintenance  of  his  title,  unless  he  should 
be  called  upon  in  consequence  of  some  covenant  or  warranty  in  his 
deed.  The  property  having  become,  by  the  sale,  the  property  of 
the  vendee,  he  has  a  right  to  fortify  that  title  by  the  purchase  of 

1  Stevenson  f.  McReary,  12  Smedes  k  M  57. 

s  Chapman  v,  Schrasder,  10  Geo.  321.     See  ante,  {  5,  for  a  siisilar  holding  in 
Kew  York. 

«  Davis  V.  O'Ferrall,  4  G.  Greene,  358. 

«  Griffith  V.  Griffith,  5  Harring.  5.     See  Bardley  f.  Clayton,  Ibid.  154. 
&  Owen  V.  Robbins,  19  III.  545.     See  Wooley  v.  Magie,  26  111    526. 
•  Blight's  Lessee  v,  Rochester,  7  Wheat.  533 ;  5  Coud.  U.  S.  Rep.  334. 
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any  other  which  may  protect  him  in  the  quiet  enjgyment  of  the 
premises.  No  principle  of  morality  restrains  him  from  doing  this; 
nor  is  either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  contract  violated  by  it."* 

27.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  harmonize  the  various  decisions 
upon  this  subject,  or  to  extract  from  them  any  satisfactory  rule  of 
general  application.     But  the  opinion  may  be  ventured,  that  in 
New  York,  until  the  case  of  Bowne  v.  Potter,^  the  courts,  in  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  favor  of  the  dowress,  had 
been  guilty  of  no  departure  from  principle;  nor,  as  it  would  appear, 
had  the  rule  administered  by  them,  worked  any  substantial  injustice. 
In  all  the  earlier  cases  in  that  State,  involving  this  question,  the 
party  in  possession  had  derived  his  title  from  or  under  the  hus- 
band; enjoyed  the  property  in  virtue  of  that  title,  and  pretended 
to  no  other  or  better  right.   Under  these  circumstances  there  would 
seem  to  be  gross  injustice  in  permitting  any  defect  of  title,  or  unas- 
serted outstanding  right  to  be  interposed  in  the  way  of  a  claim  to 
dower;**  and  notwithstanding  the  doubts  suggested  by  some  of  the 
later  decisions,  the  rule  forbidding  this  to  be  done,  is  supported  by 
the  clear  weight  of  authority.     But  the  case  of  Bowne  v.  Potter, 
presented  an  entirely  different  question.     In  that  case,  the  tenant 
had  been  compelled  to  purchase  in  a  superior  title  in  order  to  pro- 
tect his  possession;  and  in  holding  that  he  could  not  avail  himself 
of  the  title  so  acquired  as  a  defence  to  a  claim  of  dower  by  the 
widow  of  the  first  grantor,  the  court  went  far  beyond  the  previous 
cases,  and  contrary  to  decisions  made  elsewhere.*     The  strictures 
of  Bronson,  J.,  upon  this  ruling,  seem  to  be  just.     *'  There  is,"  he 
said,  "no  principle  upon  which  the  estoppel  can  be  carried  another 
step,  and  applied  to  a  case  where  the  husband's  grantee  has  been 
obliged  to  purchase  in  a  good  outstanding  title  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  his  possession.*'^  There  is  also  much  force  in  the  reason- 
ing of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  quoted  above,^  that  the  vendee   has 
a  right  to  fortify  his  title  by  the  purchase  of  any  other  which  may 
protect  him  in  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises.  The  case  stands 


1  See,  also,  Rawie,  Coveoants  for  Title,  2d  ed.  280,  and  cases  there  cited. 

2  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164  ;  ante,  J  6. 

'  See  the  remarks  of  dronson,  J.,  quoted  ante,  {  10. 

*  Dashiel  v.  Collier,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  601 ;  Hugley  v.  Gregg,  4  Dana,  68;  ante,  {  24  ; 
Smith  V.  Ingalis,  13  Maine,  284,  287  ;  ante,  }  12. 

^  In  Sparrow  v.  Kingman,  1  Comst.  242  ;  ante,  J  10. 

•  Ante,  i  26. 
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alone  in  the  extreme  doctrine  there  held,  the  nearest  approach  to 
it  being  the  North  Carolina  decision  of  Norwood  v.  Marrow,^  in 
which,  however,  the  outstanding  title  was  obtained  pending  the  suit 
and  after  plea. 

28.  It  seems  just,  also,  upon  like  reasoning,  that  a  party  in  pos- 
session under  an  honest  claim  of  title,  should  be  permitted  to  quiet 
his  possession  and  title  by  the  acquisition  of  an  adverse  claim, 
without  subjecting  himself  to  the  operation  of  the  doctrine  of  estop- 
pel in  respect  thereto.  This  is  placed  in  a  strong  and  clear  light 
by  the  case  of  Coakley  v.  Perry,^  already  referred  to.  And  it  has 
been  well  said,  that  "  one  may  fortify  an  existing  title  without  put- 
ting it  in  jeopardy,  if  the  rights  of  others  are  not  thereby  preju- 
diced; and  by  so  doing  he  can  not  originate  rights  in  others."^ 

29.  Although,  as  has  been  remarked,  a  party  in  the  enjoyment 
of  an  estate  under  the  husband's  title,  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
avail  himself  of  defects  therein,  as  against  his  widow,  there  are, 
nevertheless,  frequent  cases  in  which  the  husband  has  made  a  con- 
veyance without  having  any  real  or  substantial  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  where  the  title  conveyed  was  really  not  that  of  the 
husband,  but  of  some  third  person  for  whom  he  was  acting.  Gases 
of  estates  held  in  trust  are  examples  of  this.  The  trustee  is  invested 
with  no  beneficial  interest;  the  title  is  lodged  in  him  for  a  particu- 
lar purpose;  and  if  he  convey  in  execution  of  the  trust,  ho  is 
regarded  as  the  mere  instrument  employed  to  pass  the  right  and 
title  of  another.  The  grantee  does  not  enter  into  the  enjoyment 
of  the  estate  as  property  derived  from  the  husband,  but  as  that  of 
the  parties  for  whom  the  husband  was  acting.  And  this  principle 
applies  not  only  where  an  express  trust  is  created,  but  where,  by 
operation  of  law,  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  is  treated  as  sustjiin- 
ing  the  relation  of  a  trustee.  A  vendor  of  lands  holds  the  title  in 
trust  for  his  vendee,  and  if  he  marry  before  a  conveyance  is  executed, 
his  widow  has  no  dower  in  the  estate.*  So  where  an  equitable 
interest  has  been  transferred,  and  the  assignor  is  afterwards  clothed 
with  the  legal  title  to  enable  him  to  complete  his  contract,  the  same 
rule  applies.*     Nor,  it  would  seem,  does  the  fact  that  the  trustee 

^  Norwood  r.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  k  Bat.  L.  442  ;  ante,  J  25 ;  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33 
Maine,  343,  was  of  the  same  character. 
«  Coakley  v.  Perrj,  3  Ohio  St.  344 ;  ante,  {  23. 

»  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  19  Maine,  235.     See  Fox  v.  Widgery,  4  Greenl.  214. 
*  Vol.  i ,  ch.  xix.,  i  30  J  ch.  xxviii.,  §  15.  «  Ibid.  ch.  xx.,  J  50. 
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superadds  bis  personal  covenants,  make  any  difference  in  the  result.^ 
Where  the  grantee  takes  an  estate  conveyed  in  execution  of  a  trust, 
he  can  not,  consistently  with  principle  or  the  dictates  of  justice, 
be  precluded  from  showing  the  real  facts  of  the  case.  He  is  not 
in  possession  under  the  busband,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  expres- 
sion* is  used  above,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  subjected  to  the 
operation  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel. 

80.  So  the  busband  may  have  a  beneficial  interest  in  lands,  and 
yet  confessedly  not  be  seized  of  such  an  estate  as  will  enable  a 
right  of  dower  to  attach ;  and  it  is  in  tbis  class  of  cases  that  the 
greatest  diflSculty  arises  in  determining  the  rights  of  the  widow. 
*'A  man,**  observes  the  court  in  Foster  v.  DwineV  "niay  have 
only  the  estate  and  right  of  a  mortgagee,  which  will  not  give  dower, 
and  yet  he  may  properly  give  a  deed  of  the  premises.'  There  are 
many- other  cases  where  the  title  in  the  husband  may  give  him  a 
seizin  and  a  right  to  convey  his  interest,  and  yet  not  in  law  give 
the  wife  a  right  of  dower.*  ...  It  would  seem  to  be  a  great  stretch 
of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  to  say,  that  by  accepting  a  deed  from 
the  husband,  which  in  no  way  alludes  to  the  matter  of  dower,  or  to 
the  existence  of  a  wife  of  the  grantor,  the  tenant  is  not  only  estop- 
ped from  denying  an  actual  seizin  of  the  husband,  sufiicient  to 
enable  him  to  give  the  deed,  but  is  also  estopped  from  denying  that 
the  seizin  was  such  as  to  give  a  third  person  an  independent  right 
in  the  estate,  although  in  truth  no  such  seizin  ever  existed ;  thus 
creating  an  estate  by  a  rule  of  law,  where  none  ever  before  existed." 
There  is  certainly  force  in  these  suggestions ;  and  where  the  instru- 
ment which  confers  upon  the  husband  his  right  in  the  lands,  does 
not  assume  to  pass  to  him  a  dowable  estate ;  as  where  it  is  a  mort- 
gage, or  a  lease  for  years,  or  a  conveyance  in  express  terms  of  a 
remainder  expectant  upon  an  estate  for  life ;  and  where  the  con- 
veyance executed  by  him  is  a  proper  one  to  pass  that  interest,  and 
does  not  necessarily  assume  to  convey  a  greater  one,  it  would  seem, 
upon  principle,  that  the  grantee  should  not  be  estopped  to  show  the 
true  nature  of  the  husband's  seizin.  The  difference  between  a  case 
of  this  kind  and  one  where  the  conveyance  to  the  husband  assumes 


1  Vol.  l,  ch.  XX.,  J  50;  Guliy  v.  Ray,  18  B.  Mon.  107. 

'  Foster  v.  Dwinel,  49  MuiDe,  44. 

»  Hutchins  v.  Ciirlion,  19  N.  H.  487  ;   15  N.  H.  55. 

^  See,  as  to  transitory  seizin,  vol.  i.,  cb.  xii.,  {  36. 
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and  was  understood  to  vest'  him  with  the  fee,  and  where  he  has 
made  a  like  conveyance,  is  entirely  manifest. 

31.  Where,  however,  even  in  a  case  of  the  character  above  stated, 
the  husband  has  asserted  a  claim  to  the  fee,  and  has  expressly 
assumed  to  convey  it,  whether  with  or  without  covenants  of  war- 
ranty; and  the  grantee,  relying  solely  on  the  title  so  acquired, 
enters  and  enjoys  the  estate  without  being  disturbed  by  an  adverse 
claimant,  it  would  seem  no  more  than  reasonable  that  the  widow 
should  be  allowed  her  dower.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  English  case 
of  Gaunt  v.  Wainman,*  a  contrary  doctrine  was  held,  upon  the 
ground  that  as  between  the  widow  and  tenant  there  can  be  no 
estoppel,  for  want  of  mutuality.  "Suppose,"  said  Tindal,  Ch.  J., 
^^  he  (the  tenant)  had  bought  the  premises  as  a  leasehold ;  would 
the  demandant  be  estopped  to  say  that  they  were  freehold  ?*'  It 
may  be  remarked,  however,  that  while  the  widow  might  not  be 
concluded  by  any  such  action  on  the  part  of  her  husband,  yet,  as 
her  right  is  derived  from  him,  and  her  estate  is  a  continuance  of 
his,  there  would  seem  to  be  an  inconsistency  in  denying  to  her  any 
advantage  or  benefit  resulting  to  her  husband  in  respect  to  the 
estate.'  It  is  also  worthy  of  consideration,  that  in  the  event  of  a 
breach  of  covenants  of  warranty  by  the  assertion  of  a  paramount 
title,  the  husband,  or  his  estate,  must  respond  in  damages ;  and  the 
distributive  share  of  the  widow  in  the  personalty  be  p\*oportionately 
diminished.  As  she  must,  in  this  indirect  manner,  bear  a  portion 
of  the  responsibility  attaching  to  the  covenants,  it  is  but  just  that 
she  should  share  in  the  advantages  resulting  therefrom. 

1  Gaunt  V,  WaiomaD,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  69  ;  32  Eng.  G.  L.  42.  See,  also,  Gardner  v. 
Greene,  5  R.  1.  104  ;  Rawie,  Covenants  for  Title,  2d  ed.  459,  et  seg. 

'  "  It  seems  that  a  feme  who  claims  dower  shall  have  advantage  of  an  estoppel 
by  deed  between  her  baron  and  the  tenant."  Park,  Dow.  297  ;  Roll.  Abr.  Estoppel, 
(L.)  pi.  1,  cites  3  Hen.  IV.,  6,  dubitatur,  '^ Privies  in  blood,  as  the  heir;  privies  in 
estate,  as  the  feoffee,  lessee,  kc^priviet  in  law,  as  the  lords  bj  escheat,  tenant  by  the 
cnrteflie,  tenant  in  dower,  the  incambent  of  a  benefice,  and  others  that  come  under 
bj  act  in  law,  or  in  the  po9t,  shall  be  bound  and  take  advantage  of  estoppels."  Co. 
Liu.  352  a.  See  further  upon  the  subject  discussed  in  the  text,  2  Smith's  L.  C,  6th 
Amcr.  ed.,  712-13,  717,  771-6. 


CHAPTER   XI. 


ESTOPPEL   OF   THE   WIDOW    FROM   ASSERTING   DOWER. 


i  1-15.  By  the  acceptance  of  a  col- 
lateral satisfaction. 

.    16-20.  By  the  acceptance  of  an  estate 
inconsistent  with  dower. 

21-29.  When  widow  estopped  by  her 
covenants. 

30.  When    widow   estopped    by   the 
covenants  of  her  ancestor. 

31.  Effect  of  covenants  by  a  second 
'  husband. 


32.  When  not  estopped  by  release. 

33.  Effect  of  sale  for  taxes. 

34-47.  What  acts  of  the  widow  will 
operate  as  an  estoppel. 

48-55.  Election  to  take  statutory  pro- 
vision. 

56-60.  Decree  upon  mortgage  not 
executed  by  the  wife. 


By  the  acceptance  of  a  collateral  siUisf action. 

1.  In  the  courts  of  law,  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  right  of  dower 
can  not  be  barred  by  a  collateral  satisfaction  ;  or  by  the  assignment 
to  the  widow  of  lands  in  which  she  is  not  dowable ;  or  of  a  rent 
issuing  out  of  them.  Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  she  con- 
sents to  the  assignment  so  made.  The  acceptance  by  her  of  a  com- 
pensation in  lieu  of  dower  to  which  she  is  entitled  of  common  right, 
roust,  in  order  to  constitute  a  legal  bar,  either  be  of  some  part  of 
the  lands  of  which  she  is  dowable,  or  of  a  rent  issuing  out  of  them, 
and  for  such  an  interest  as  may  endure  for  her  life.^ 

2.  But  in  equity,  a  different  rule  prevails,  and  the  acceptance  of 
a  freehold  interest  in  other  lands,  or  of  a  term  of  years,  or  of  a  sum 
of  money,  or  of  any  other  kind  of  collateral  satisfaction,  will  con- 
stitute a  good  bar  to  a  claim  of  dower.^ 


1  Ante,  ch.  iv. ;  Co.  Litt.  36  b. ;  Moor,  31 ;  Gro.  Eliz.  128,  274;  Vernon's  case, 
4  Rep.  4;  Dyer,  220  a. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  400,  461,  565  ;  Gonant  v.  Little,  1  Pick. 
189;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  Ibid.  314  ;  Jones  v.  Powell,  6  John.  Ch.  194,  200;  Warfield 
r.  Castleman,  5  Mon.  517;  Bullock  r.  Griffin,  1  Sirobh.  Eq.  60;  EUicott  v.  Mosier, 
11  Barb.  574  ;  Keeler  v,  Tatnell,  3  Zab.  62.  As  to  jointures,  and  demises  in  lieu  of 
dower,  see  post,  chapters  xv.  and  xTi. 

«  Hargravc's  note,  Co.  Litt.  36  b. ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  405  ;  Mundy  v.  Mandj,  2 
Yes.  Jr.  122  ;  Jones  v.  Powell,  6  John.  Ch.  194,  200;  Hunter  v.  Jones,  6  Rand.  541  ; 
Warfield  v.  Castleman,  5  Mon.   517;  Shotwell  v.  Sedam,  3  Ohio,  5;  Simpson's 
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3.  In  Jones  v.  Powell/  a  testator  devised  certain  lands  to  two 
trustees,  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  equally  divided  among  his 
wife  and  children.  The  trustees  sold  the  lands  for  their  full  value. 
The  widow,  who  was  the  executrix  of  the  will,  was  in  possession, 
and  refused  to  consent  to  the  sale  until  another  house  and  lot  were 
provided  for  her  and  her  children.  The  trustees  purchased  other 
premises  in  the  same  village,  the  widow  participating  in  the  nego- 
tiation, and  a  conveyance  waSv  taken  to  the  widow  and  to  the  trus- 
tees jointly.  She  removed  into  the  premises  so  purchased,  and 
continued  to  occupy  them  undisturbed,  and  without  the  charge  of 
rent  for  above  twenty  years.  She  declared  at  the  time  of  the 
negotiation  and  purchase,  and  repeatedly  afterwards,  that  she  was 
perfectly  satisfied  with  the  arrangement,  and  that  she  considered 
the  exchange  beneficial  to  her,  and  that  she  had,  during  the  negotia- 
tion for  the  purchase,  agreed  with  the  trustees  to  relinquish  her 
right  in  the  one  house,  if  the  purchase  was  made  of  the  other.  She 
was  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  costly  improvements  were  being  made 
on  the  property  sold  ;  and  when  applied  to  for  an  explanation  of  a 
rumor  that  she  intended  to  assert  a  claim  of  dower,  denied  that  she 
bad  ever  authorized  such  a  report.  Under  these  circumstances  she 
was  held  equitably  barred.  ''  After  receiving  such  a  compensation,*' 
said  Chancellor  Kent,  ^^  which  she  accepted  as  a  satisfactory  equiva- 
lent, it  would  be  very  unjust  to  allow  her  to  set  up  her  claim  of 
dower.  Her  acquiescence  in  the  equivalent  for  so  long  a  period, 
during  which  the  property  has  been  within  her  own  view,  and  has 
undergone  great  changes  and  expensive  improvements,  is.an  equitable 
estoppel,  and  ought  to  have  barred  her  conscience  from  the  asser- 
tion of  this  claim.  It  is  an  act  of  fraud  upon  the  purchasers,  and 
to  be  condemned  upon  every  principle  of  policy  and  morality.  At 
law,  the  wife  can  only  be  opposed  by  a  1  gal  bar ;  but  now,  says 
Lord  Loughborough,'  equitable  bars  are  in  daily  practice.  If  the 
dry  legal  title  be  in  controversy,  it  must  be  made  out  at  law  ;  but 
otherwise  the  court  of  chancery  has  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  f  and 
in  these  cases  of  equitable  bars,  its  jurisdiction  is  exclusive.  .  .  • 
'  There  is  no  reason  why  a  widow,  who  is  a  free  and  competent  moral 
agent,  should  not  have  the  capacity  to  agree  to  any  fair  arrange- 

Appeal,  8  Barr,  199;  Reed  v,  MorrUon,  12  S.  &  R.  18;  Bollock  v.  GriffiD,  1  Strobh. 
Eq.  60;  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill  k  J.  383. 

^  Jones  V.  Powell,  6  John.  Cb.  194. 

*  In  Mandj  v,  Mandy,  2  Yes.  Jr.  122.  >  Ante,  cb.  vii. 
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ment  which  convenience  or  prudence  dictated,  by  which  her  dower 
should  be  extinguished  by  an  equivalent  substitute  in  money  or  in 
land." 

4.  A  similar  decision  was  made  in  Kentucky.  Lands  were  con- 
veyed by  the  husband  during  coverture,  his  wife  not  joining.  After 
Lis  death,  the  widow  received  from  his  administrator,  lands,  slaves 
and  money,  equal  in  value  to  any  interest  that  she  was  entitled  to 
in  the  decedent's  estate,  under  a  parol  agreement  with  the  adminis- 
trator that  the  property  so  received  should  be  in  full  satisfaction 
of  her  right  of  dower,  and  of  any  other  right  that  she  had  to  the 
residue  of  the  estate.  The  property  received  by  the  widow  under 
this  arrangement,  was  enjoyed  by  her  as  her  exclusive  and  absolute 
estate  for  many  years.  It  was  held,  that  she  was  estopped  in  equity 
from  claiming  dower.^ 

6.  A  testator  devised  an  estate  to  his  wife,  but  the  will  was  silent 
as  to  whether  the  devise  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower  or  not. 
She  afterwards  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the  heir, 
reciting  that  she  elected  to  take  under  the  will,  in  lieu  of  dower, 
and  agreeing  to  accept  certain  things  in  satisfaction  of  the  devise. 
The  heir  performed  the  agreement  on  his  part,  and  the  widow 
enjoyed  her  rights  thereunder  until  she  contracted  a  second  mar- 
riage. Upon  proceedings  for  dower  instituted  by  her  and  her  second 
husband,  the  court  held  that  she  was  barred.' 

6.  In  Simpson's  Appeal,^  the  heirs  entered  into  an  arrangement 
with  the  purchaser  of  the  estate  in  which  dower  was  claimed,  by 
which  a  substitute  in  money  was  provided  for  the  dower  interest  of 
the  widow.  This  arrangement  was  ratified  by  her  and  payment 
received  under  it.  It  was  held,  that  she  was  estopped  from  con- 
testing its  validity,  or  claiming  on  inconsistent  rights. 

7.  So  if  the  wife  join  with  her  husband  in  a  power  of  attorney, 
which  is  not  acknowledged  by  her  in  the  manner  directed  by  law, 

^  Warfield  v.  Castleman,  5  Mod.  517. 

'  Shotwell  V.  Sedam,  3  Ohio,  5.  Where  a  widow,  who  had  formally  waived  the 
provisions  of  her  husband's  will,  afterwards  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  heirs 
and  legatees  that  she  would  accept  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  will,  and  make 
no  other  claim  upon  the  estate,  it  was  held,  that  this  agreement  could  have  no  effect 
upon  the  action  of  the  probate  court  in  making  the  widow  an  allowance  out  of  the 
personal  estate.  "  A  release  to  have  any  effect,  most  operate  on  an  existing  righu 
A  widow's  claim  for  an  allowance  is  not  such  a  right.  It  is  merely  in  the  discretion 
of  the  conrt."     Gowen,  Appellant,  32  Maine,  516,  per  Shepley,  C.  J. 

s  Simpson's  Appeal,  8  Barr,  199. 
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authorizing  the  sale  of  the  husband's  lands  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  and  sales  are  made  in  the  husband's  lifetime,  and  after  his 
death,  she  calls  the  attorney  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
and  the  surplus,  after  the  payment  of  debts,  is  paid  to  her,  or  to 
her  use,  she  is  not  entitled  to  dower.^  ''If,'*  said  Duncan,  J.,  'Hhe 
fact  be  so,  that  the  surplus  of  the  sale  went  to  her  use  and  support 
after  her  husband's  death,  with  her  knowledge,  which  is  for  a  jury 
to  decide,  I  think  equity  would  interpose.  It  is  as  strong  an  equity 
as  if  she  had  stood  by  and  seen  the  estate  pass  to  an  innocent 
purchaser ;'  and  she  would,  as  to  him,  be  guilty  of  a  fraud  and  con- 
cealment which  would  justify  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity." 

8.  In  a  suit  in  equity  for  arrears  of  dower,  the  proof  was,  that 
after  the  sale  of  the  husband's  lands,  and  during  the  coverture,  the 
wife  took,  by  agreement  with  the  purchaser,  two  negroes  as  an 
equivalent  for  her  contingent  right  of  dower,  and  retained  possession 
of  them  without  setting  up  any  further  claim,  for  seven  or  eight 
years  after  her  discoverture.  The  court  held  that  this  continued 
possession  and  silent  acquiescence  for  so  long  a  time,  might  well 
be  construed  into  a  recognition  and  renewal  of  the  agreement,  and 
refused  her  application  as  inequitable.^ 

9.  In  Hunter  v.  Jones,^  it  was  held,  that  if  a  widow,  who  is  also 
administratrix  of  an  estate,  appropriate  the  profits  to  the  purchase 
of  slaves,  or  other  personal  property,  and  afterwards  she  and  her 
second  husband  agree  to  consider  the  property  so  purchased  as  part 
of  the  intestate's  estate,  (instead  of  accounting  for  the  estate),  and 
to  take  the  property  so  purchased  as  part  of  her  dower,  or  distribu- 
tive share  for  life,  such  arrangement  is  binding  on  them,  and  on 
purchasers  from  them,  so  as  to  vest  the  title,  after  the  death  of  the 
widow,  in  the  distributee  of  the  first  husband,  in  like  manner  as 
if  that  particular  property  had  belonged  to  the  intestate  in  his  life- 
time. 

10.  But  where  the  wife  made  advances  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
husband  during  the  coverture,  from  moneys  held  by  her  as  admin- 
istratrix of  her  first  husband's  estate,  and  in  consideration  of  these 
advances  the  husband  conveyed  a  small  tract  of  land,  not  exceed- 
ing in  value  the  amount  of  the  advances  made,  in  trust  for  the 
wife,  and  the  trustee  afterwards  conveyed  the  premises  to  her  in 


^  Reed  v,  Morrison,  12  S.  &  R.  18. 
*  Bullock  V.  Griffin,  1  Strobh.  Eq.  60. 

VOL.   II.  16 


«  Post,  |{  35-37. 

^  Hunter  v.  Jones,  6  Raid.  Ml. 
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execution  of  the  trust,  thia  was  held  to  constitute  no  equitable  bar 
to  her  claim  of  dower.  And  the  chancellor  observed :  *'  The  con- 
veyance of  the  eleven  acres,  even  if  voluntary,  would  have  been  no 
bar  of  dower,  for  it  was  never  intended  to  be  made,  or  accepted 
upon  any  such  condition ;  but  it  appears  to  have  been  made  upon 
a  fair  and  valuable  consideration."^ 

11.  A  husband  died  seized  of  certain  mill  property  and  of  a 
tract  of  wild  lands.  His  widow  acquired,  by  purchase,  an  estate 
in  fee  in  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  mill  property,  and  entered 
into  possession.  A  parol  agreement  was  then  made  between  her 
and  the  heirs  that  she  should  have  the  use  of  the  other  half  of  the 
mill  property  for  life  as  an  equivalent  for  her  dower  in  the  wild 
lands ;  and  the  heirs  made  partition  of  those  lands  among  them- 
selves without  setting  off  any  part  for  her  dower.  The  chancellor 
refused  to  enforce  this  agreement  against  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  set  up  by  one  of  the  heirs.'  ^'  There  has  been  no  part  per- 
formance of  that  agreement,"  he  said,  *^to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute.  The  partition  of  the  wild  land  among  the  heirs  did  not 
affect  her  interest  in  the  least.  They  had  the  right,  and  probably 
would  have  done  the  same  thing  if  no  agreement  as  to  the  dower 
had  been  made.  Neither  does  it  appear  from  this  testimony  that 
she  took  possession  or  has  made  any  permanent  repairs  on  the  mill 
property  under  that  agreement.  She  was  already  in  possession  as 
the  absolute  owner  of  one-half,  and  as  tenant  in  dower  of  one-third 
of  the  residue.  I  do  not  understand  that  any  change  took  place 
at  the  time  of  that  agreement." 

12.  After  a  judgment  recovered  in  dower,  the  demandant  entered 
into  an  unsealed  agreement  with  the  grantor  of  the  tenant,  who 
had  conveyed  with  covenants  of  warranty,  by  which  the  grantor 
bound  himself  to  pay  to  her,  in  lieu  of  dower,  twenty-five  dollars 
a  year  during  her  life,  and  she  agreed  to  accept  of  that  sam 
annually  in  full  of  her  claim.  The  grantor  becoming  insolvent, 
and  the  payments  under  the  agreement  being  discontinued,  the 
demandant  prosecuted  a  writ  of  entry  to  recover  the  possession, 
and  her  action  was  sustained.'  Shepley,  C.  J.,  said:  ^^The  instru- 
ment amounts  to  an  agreement  on  her  part  to  forbear  during  life 


1  Swaine  r.  Ferine,  6  John.  Gh.  482,  490.    To  the  same  effect  is  MitcheU  «. 
Mitchell,  8  Ala.  414. 
>  Squire  v.  Harder,  1  Paige,  494.  *  Sargent  v.  Roberts,  34  Maine,  135. 


CH.   XI.]  B8T0PPBL  OF  WIDOW.  248 

farther  to  enforce  her  right  to  dower,  upon  condition  that  Bruce 
would  pay  to  her  annually  twenty  five  dollars.  The  failure  to  per* 
form  that  condition  left  her  at  liberty  to  avoid  it." 

18.  A  creditor  levied  his  execution  on  land  of  his  debtor,  and, 
after  the  right  to  redeem  had  expired,  sold  the  land  with  warranty 
for  a  sum  exceeding  the  amount  of  his  debt,  and  paid  the  balance 
to  the  widow  and  children  of  the  debtor  after  his  decease.  It  did 
not  appear  that  the  money  paid  was  in  lieu  or  in  satisfaction  of 
dower;  nor  was  there  any  agreement  not  to  claim  dower.  It  was 
held  that  these  facts  furnished  no  bar  in  equity  to  the  claim  of  the 
widow.* 

14.  Articles  of  separation  were  entered  into  between  husband 
and  wife,  by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  accept  an  annuity  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  for  life,  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  support 
and  maintenance  and  of  all  right  and  claim  of  dower  in  her  hus- 
band's estate.  The  husband  failed  to  comply  with  these  articles, 
and  neglected  to  pay  the  annuity,  or  otherwise  to  provide  for  the 
maintenance  of  his  wife.  Upon  bill  filed  by  her  against  her  hus- 
band for  a  divorce  d  mensa  et  thoro^  she  accepted  a  gross  sum  of 
eleven  hundred  dollars  **in  lieu  of  alimony  and  of  all  claims  or 
charges  whatever  upon  her  husband,  for  her  separate  support  and 
maintenance  for  ever.'*  It  was  held,  that  as  the  articles  of  separa- 
tion had  been  violated  by  the  husband,  and  as  the  gross  sum  paid 
her  was  for  alimony  solely,  she  was  not  barred  from  claiming 
dower.* 

15.  In  Eeeler  v.  Tatnell,'  it  was  held  that  a  plea  in  bar  to  an 
action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  that  the  demandant  had, 
by  a  parol  agreement,  accepted  and  received  a  sum  of  money  in 
satisfaction  of  dower,  is  bad.  The  court  added,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  determine  how  far  a  court  of  equity  might  decree 
a  specific  performance  where  there  had  been  a  parol  accord  and 
satisfaction  and  part  performance. 

By  the  aceeptanee  of  an  estate  inconsistent  toith  the  claim  of  dower. 

16.  It  is  a  principle  in  the  law  of  dower,  that  when  the  widow 
consents  to  an  act  inconsistent  with  her  right  to  actual  endowment, 
she  is  bound  by  her  consent,  and  barred  of  her  legal  title.  IF, 
therefore,  she  agree  to  aocept  an  interest  in  the  dowable  estate 

1  O'Brien  o.  Elliot,  15  Maine,  126.  >  Day  v.  West,  2  Edw.  Gh.  592. 

s  Keeler  v.  Talaell,  3  Zab.  62. 
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which  is  inconsistent  with  her  title  to  dower  in  that  estate,  this 
acceptance  will  har  her  of  her  legal  right.^ 

17.  Thus,  if  she  accept  from  the  heir  a  leade  for  life  of  the  whole 
of  her  husband's  freehold  estates,  since  she  can  not  claim  dower 
out  of  them  without  partially  defeating  such  lease,  she  will  be 
barred  of  her  dower.  "If  a  man  seized  of  Blackacre  in  fee,  take 
a  wife  and  die,  and  the  wife  accept  of  a  lease  for  life  in  Blackacre, 
she  can  not  demand  dower  of  the  same  acre;  for  if  she  demand  it 
she  must  demand  it  against  herself."'  But  it  would  seem  that  if 
her  husband  had  died  seized  of  one  hundred  acres,  and  the  lease 
included  fifty  acres  only,  she  might  claim  dower  out  of  the  remainder, 
provided  she  did  not  accept  the  demise  in  lieu  of  dower  in  the  whole.* 

18.  Mr.  Park  says:  *  "So  where  the  widow  accepts  a  chattel 
interest  in  the  lands  of  which  she  is  dowable,  her  right  to  be  en* 
dowed  is  held  to  be  suspended  during  the  continuance  of  the^chattel 
interest.  As  where,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  widow 
accepts  a  lease  for  years  of  the* husband's  land  from  the  heir, 
during  this  lease  her  dower  is  suspended."^  In  response  to  a 
qusere  found  in  Perkins  upon  this  point,*  Mr.  Greening  observes:^ 
"According  to  the  case  in  Fitz.  N.  B.  149,  E,  and  note,  and  Jenk. 
Gent.  73,  pi.  38,  the  dower  is  suspended  during  the  continuance  of 
the  lease;  but  as  this  is  on  the  ground  of  inconsistency  only,  it  is 
apprehended  that  at  most  it  could  be  so  held  only  where  the  hus- 
band died  possessed  of  no  other  lands,  and  that  generally  the  widow 
would  recover  her  dower  without  reference  to  the  term  created  by 
the  lease.   But  the  term,  in  the  part  assigned  to  her  for  her  dower, 

1  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  662.  Where  the  wife  of  a  debtor  joins  with  bim  in  tbe  execu- 
tion of  A  fraudulent  conTejance  of  bis  real  property  to  a  tbird  person,  wbo  recoa- 
yejs  to  ber,  and  tbe  conTeyances  are  set  aside  at  tbe  suit  of  a  creditor,  she  Is  not 
entitled  to  have  dower  reserved  to  her  bj  tbe  judgment.  Meyer  v.  Mobr,  19  Abb- 
Pr.  R.  299. 

*  Perk.  {  350.  So,  it  is  said,  if  tbe  demandant  in  a  writ  of  dower  make  an  lUe^l 
entry  into  tbe  land  of  which  she  claims  dower,  or  into  any  part  of  it,  she  thereby 
abates  faer  writ.  Kettillesby  v.  Kettillesby,  Dj,  76  b.  But  it  seems  that  in  tdre 
facias  to  have  execution  of  dower  recovered,  such  an  entry  has  been  held  no  plea. 
Ibid. ;  Park,  Dow.  214,  note. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  562.     See  next  section.  *  Park,  Dow.  214. 

»  Jenk.  Cent.  2,  ca.  38;  Fitz.  N.  B.  149  (E);  Gilb.  Dow.  391.  Mr.  Roper's  sUte- 
ment  of  the  law  on  this  subject  is  as  follows:  **So  if  the  lease  accepted  were  not 
for  life,  but  for  a  term  of  years  only,  still  it  will  exclude  ber  from  dower  during  tbe 
term,  if  it  include  tbe  whole  of  tbe  dowable  estate."     1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  562. 

«  Perk.  2  350. 

T  Greening's  note,  Perk.  2  360.    And  see  Vin.  Ab.  Dower,  X.  pi.  20. 
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would  of  Gourse  merge  in  her  estate  for  life;  and  the  rent  upon  the 
lease,  if  any  were  reserved,  be  apportioned." 

19.  According  to  Perkins,^  ^^If  a  man  seized  in  fee  of  Whiteacre 
lease  it  to  a  feme  sole  for  forty  years,  and  the  lessor  intermarrieth 
with  the  lessee,  and  the  husband  suffer  the  term  to  continue  as  it 
was  leased  without  any  alienation  or  other  thing  done  therewith,  and 
die  within  the  term,  it  is  said  that  in  this  case  the  wife  may  have 
her  dower  presently,  notwithstanding  the  term  doth  continue; 
because  at  the  time  of  the  lease  she  was  not  entitled  to  dower :  and 
notwithstanding  the  term  doth  continue,  it  shall  not  oust  her  of  her 
dower  until  the  term  be  determined ;  because,  if  it  [viz.  her  takrng 
her  dower]  should  be  prejudicial  to  any  person,  it  would  be  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  wife  herself."  In  the  case  here  put  by  Perkins, 
had  the  term  been  granted  to  a  stranger,  the  widow  would,  as  we 
have  seen,'  been  entitled  to  dower  of  the  reversion,  with  a  ceasat 
executio  during  the  term.  But  her  right  is  not  affected  by  the 
term  happening  to  be  in  herself;  consequently,  when  the  dower  is 
assigned,  and  she  becomes  seized  of  an  estate  for  life  in  a  third 
part  of  the  premises,  the  term  for  years  in  that  part  meeting  with 
the  estate  for  life  merges  in  it.  The  widow,  therefore,  will  hold 
that  share  in  dower  for  her  life,  and  the  remaining  two-thirds  under 
the  lease  during  the  continuance  of  the  term.* 

20.  As  the  husband  can  not  prejudice  his  wife  in  respect  to  her 
freehold,^  a  waiver  of  dower  by  a  second  husband  will  not  bind  the 
wife  after  his  death.  So  if  the  heir,  during  the  coverture  with  the 
second  husband,  make  a  lease  for  years  to  the  wife  of  the  laud  of 
which  she  is  dowable,  although  the  husband  enter  under  the  lease, 
she  may,  after  his  death,  waive  the  lease  and  claim  her  dower.* 
Neither  can  he  prejudice  her  by  accepting  less  than  a  third  part  for 
her  dower,  for,  after  his  death,  she  may  waive  the  portion  which 
he  accepted,  and  have  her  full  third  part.' 

1  Perk.  I  351.  «  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xviii.,  {  7. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  563 ;  Park,  Dow.  215 ;  Fitz.  N.  B.  149  (E),  n.  But  see  Owen, 
154,  arg.  ia  Goodridge  v.  Warburton,  where  it  is  said  that  if  feme  sole  lessee  marry 
the  lessor,  and  the  lessor  die  within  the  term,  and  the  wife  enter,  this  shall  not  con- 
clude her  dower  after  the  lease  is  expired ;  and  cites  1 1  Hen.  IV.  The  fact  of  entry 
bj  the  wife,  is,  howerer,  not  noticed  in  the  case  as  put  bj  Perkins.  Park,  Dow. 
215,  note. 

*  See  Squire  v.  Harder.  1  Paif^^e,  494;  post,  {31. 
>  Jenk.  Cent  2,  ca.  38 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  562. 

*  4  Hen.  V.  32,  E.  1 ;  Fitz.  Dow.  121 ;  Jenk.  Gent.  2,  ca.  56;  Park,  Dow.  216. 
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When  the  widow  i%  estopped  hy  her  covenants, 

21.  In  the  Year  Book  81  Edward  I.,^  (A.D.  1303),  this  case  is 
reported:  '^A  woman  broagbt  her  writ  of  dower  against  a  tenant, 
who  vouched  to  warranty  one  John,  son  and  heir  of  the  husband, 
whose  body,  and  a  part  of  whose  lands  were  in  ward  to  the  said 
woman ;  and  a  portion  of  the  lands  were  in  the  ward  of  one  Richard 
de  Midd.,  and  a  portion  in  ward  to  the  Earl  of  Leicester.  The 
guardians  came  into  court,  and  all  yielded  dower  of  their  portions, 
except  Richard  de  Midd. ;  and  he  warranted,  and  said  that  he  had 
nothing  except  by  lease  from  the  same  woman,  who  was  guardian 
in  socage  of  these  tenements,  and  who  had  leased  to  him  the  tene- 
ments for  the  term  of  ten  years ;  and  he  prayed  judgment  if  in 
opposition  to  her  own  deed  she  could  have  an  action  during  the 
term ;  and  he  showed  a  writing  creating  the  term,  &c. ;  and 
the  woman  was  driven  to  answer,  and  she  admitted  it.  Hengham 
adjudged,  &c.,  that  she  do  recover  her  seizin,  saving  to  Richard  his 
term.    And  she  had  a  writ  of  seizin  after  the  completion  of  the  term." 

22.  And  it  seems  to  be  well  settled,  that  if  the  widow  execute  a 
conveyance  of  her  husband's  lands  with  covenants  of  warranty,  she 
is  estopped  from  afterwards  asserting  dower  against  parties  claim- 
ing under  such  conveyance.' 

28.  Thus,  where  the  widow,  as  administratrix  upon  her  husbana's 
estate,  made  sale  of  his  lands  under  an  order  of  court,  and  con\eyed 
to  the  purchaser,  with  covenants  for  a  good  and  perfect  title,  the 
court  held,  that  although  she  was  not  bound  to  enter  into  such 
covenants,  her  act  must  nevertheless  have  its  legal  operation,  and 
she  was  accordingly  estopped  from  asserting  dower  in  the  lands 
sold.^  In  a  similar  case  in  New  York,  where  the  purchaser  bad 

1  Year  Books  30  and  31  Edw.  I ,  bj  Horwood,  458. 

'  Magee  v.  Mellon,  23  Misso.  585  ;  Woodruff  v.  Cook,  2  Edw.  Ch.  259  ;  Dundaa  v. 
Hitchcock,  12  How.  XT.  S.  256.  As  to  covenants  made  by  the  wife  daring  covertnre, 
see  Hill's  Lessee  v.  West,  8  Ohio,  226  ;  Massie  v.  Sebastian,  4  Bibb,  436;  Fowler  v. 
Shearer,  7  Mass.  21  ;  Colcord  v.  Swan,  Ibid.  291 ;  Nash  v,  Spofford,  10  Met.  192, 
holding  that  the  wife  is  thereby  estopped  from  setting  up  any  after-acquired  right ; 
and  Jackson  v.  Vanderheyden,  17  John.  167 ;  Dominick  v.  Michael,  4  Sandf.  S.  C. 
424;  Carpenter  v.  Schermerhom,  2  Barb.  Ch.  314;  Martin  v.  Dwelly,  6  Wend.  9, 
contra.  See,  also,  Wight  v.  Shaw,  6  Cash.  65;  Wadleigh  v.  Glines.  6  N  H.  18; 
Den  V.  Demarest,  1  Zab.  541 ;  Va.  Rev.  Code.  1849,  p.  514,  ch.  99,  g  7  ;  Nelson  v. 
Harwood,  3  Call,  342  ;  Rawle,  CoYenants  for  Title,  2d  ed.  429-30,  573>5 ;  2  Smith's 
L.  C.  6th  Amer.  ed.  716. 

*  Magee  v.  Mellon,  23  Misso.  585. 
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immediately  re-conyeyed  to  the  administratrix,  and  the  lands  were 
afterwards  sold  on  execution  for  her  individnal  debt,  the  same  doc- 
trine was  applied,  although  the  sale  by  her  was  adjudged  fraudulent 
and  void  as  to  the  heirs.^  So  where  a  widow  was  allowed  one  year^ 
after  the  probate  of  her  husband's  will,  to  elect  whether  to  take 
under  it  or  not,  and  by  the  will  she  was  sole  devisee  for  herself  and 
children,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  year  she  released  to  a 
mortgagee  of  premises  of  which  her  husband  died  seized  subject  to 
the  mortgage,  all  her  estate,  right,  and  claim  therein,  styling  her- 
self widow  and  sole  devisee,  it  was  held  that  she  was  estopped  by 
her  deed,  from  afterwards  availing  herself  of  her  right  of  election 
and  setting  up  a  claim  to  dower  outside  of  the  will.  * 

24.  But  where  there  are  no  covenants  for  title,  the  general  rule 
is,  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  does  not  apply.  In  a  case  involving 
this  point,  the  widow,  as  administratrix,  with  her  co-administrator, 
had  conveyed  lands  in  execution  of  the  contract  of  her  deceased 
husband,  in  pursuance  of  a  decree  ordering  the  conveyance  to  be 
made.  The  deed  recited  the  seizin  of  the  husband,  the  contract, 
the  petition  and  decree,  and  conveyed  the  land,  '^and  also  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  interest,  &c.,  of  the  said  James  Smith,  (the  de- 
cedent), in  his  lifetime,  and  of  them,  the  said  Mary  and  Dale,  (the 
widow  and  her  co-administrator),  since  his  decease,  inlaw  or  equity,"' 
and  was  sealed  by  the  grantors,  and  signed  without  the  addition  x>f 
their  official  character.  It  was  held  that  the  dower  of  the  widow 
did  not  pass.^  Gibson,  G.  J.,  said :  ^^  Had  the  dower  been  specifi- 
cally described  in  it  as  a  distinct  estate  and  separate  subject  of  the 
grant,  an  intention  to  convey  it  would  have  been  too  clearly  dis- 
closed to  be  resisted ;  but  the  administrators  were  directed  by  the 
decree  to  deal,  not  with  their  own  property,  but  with  the  legal  title 
of  the  vendor ;  and  though  a  conveyance  explicitly  including  an 
interest  of  their  own  would  have  passed  it,  yet  the  words  in  a  con- 
veyance like  the  present,  are  to  be  restrained,  where  they  will  bear 
it,  to  the  business  of  the  occasion,  and  nd  intendment  is  to  be 
carried  beyond  it.    The  administrators  met  the  defendant  to  execute 

1  Woodraff  v.  Cook,  2  Bdw.  Gh.  259. 

s  DandM  v.  Hitchcocki  12  How.  U.  S.  R.  266. 

*  la  Tbomas  o.  Harris,  43  Pa  St.  (7  Wright),  231,  the  court  was  agaia  called  apoa 
to  gire  a  construction  to 'this  conveyance,  and  it  was  there  held,  that  these  words 
operated  as  a  relinquishment  of  the  dower  of  the  widow. 

*  ShurtB  V.  Thomas,  8  Barr,  359. 
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a  contract,  not  of  their  own,  bat  of  their  intestate ;  and  before 
their  particular  interests  are  to  be  involved  in  their  conveyance  it 
must  appear  by  special  description  that  they  were  intended  to  be 
involved.  No  one  can  believe  that  the  plaintiff  meant  to  throw  in 
her  dower ;  and  it  would  require  strong  terms  to  bear  out  an  in* 
tention  so  opposite  to  her  interest.  By  no  construction  but  a 
strained  one,  could  the  clause  in  question  be  made  to  embrace  any 
but  joint  interests  of  the  administrators;  and  as  it  does  not  appear 
that  they  had  any,  it  seems  to  have  been  inserted  under  a  vague 
impression  that  the  case  was  within  the  statutes  which  turn  a  devise 
of  a  power  to  sell  into  a  devise  of  the  legal  title." 

25.  In  Illinois,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  no  widow  who  shall, 
as  executrix  or  administratrix,  sell  and  convey,  by  order  of  court, 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  real  estate  of  her  husband,  in  which  she 
is  by  law  entitled  to  dower,  shall  be  deemed  to  relinquish  her  right 
to  dower  therein,  by  reason  of  such  conveyance,  unless  her  relinquish- 
ment shall  be  specified  in  such  deed  or  conveyance.^ 

26.  And  a  deed  by  a  guardian,  conveying  in  specific  terms,  the 
interests  of  the  minors,  does  not,  it  seems,  transfer  the  right  of 
dower  of  the  guardian.^ 

27.  In  a  case  in  Virginia,  the  real  and  personal  property  of  an 
intestate,  being  undivided  between  his  widow  (who  was  also  admin- 
istratrix) and  his  only  child,  a  daughter,  and  the  marriage  of  the 
latter  being  about  to  be  solemnized,  a  deed  of  settlement  by  the 
daughter  and  her  intended  husband  was  executed,  conveying  to 
trustees  (of  whom  the  mother  was  one)  certain  tracts  of  land  by 
metes  and  bounds,  and  slaves  by  name,  describing  them  as  the 
property  of  the  daughter;  the  same  being  in  fact  all  the  lands  and 
slaves  of  which  the  intestate  died  seized  and  possessed.  It  was 
determined,  that  the  mother's  right  to  dower  of  the  lands,  and 
thirds  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate,  were  not  relinquished 
by  her  being  a  party  to  this  deed.* 

28.  It  is  of  course  competent  for  a  widow  who  acts  as  trustee  to 
convey  her  own  interest  in  the  same  deed  in  which  she  executes  the 
trust ;  and  a  conveyance  so  executed  will  bar  her  dower  as  effectu- 
ally as  if  separate  deeds  had  been  made.^ 

29.  Where  real  estate,  the  use  and  profits  of  which  were  devised 

1  1  Stat.  III.  1858,  p.  156,  g  34.  >  Jones  v.  HoUopeter,  10  S.  ft  R.  326. 

«  Wilcox  ©.  flubard,  4  Munf.  346. 

*  Thomag  v.  Harris,  43  Pa.  St.  (7  Wright),  231. 
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to  the  widow  of  the  testator  for  life,  was  sold  by  the  widow  and 
another  person  as  trustees  and  executors  under  the  will,  and  con- 
yeyance  in  fee  was  made  by  them,  it  was  held,  that  although  the 
widow  would  be  estopped  from  claiming  her  life  estate  as  against 
the  vendee,  yet  that  she  might  not  be  estopped  from  claiming 
against  the  distributees,  who  were  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  sale 
after  the  termination  of  her  and  another's  life  estates,  her  just 
share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  during  her  life,  on  proper  security 
being  given  by  her.* 

When  the-  widow  is  estopped  by  the  covenants  of  her  ancestor. 

SO.  A  widow  may  also  be  precluded  from  claiming  dower  by  the 
covenants  of  her  ancestor.  Thus,  where  the  husband  of  the  demand- 
ant acquired  title  from  her  father,  the  conveyance  containing  cove- 
nants of  warranty  binding  the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  it  was  held, 
that  she  was  not  entitled  to  dower  against  the  alienee  of  her  hus- 
band.' The  chancellor,  in  support  of  his  opinion  that  the  widow 
should  be  enjoined  from  prosecuting  her  claim,  said:  '^Ann  Minor 
is  barred  of  her  dower  right :  1.  Because  she  is  estopped  by  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  of  her  ancestor,  Samuel  Gibson,  which  is 
equally  binding  upon  her  as  it  was  upon  him.  The  covenant  would 
be  binding  upon  her  to  the  extent  of  assets  descended  from  her 
father,  even  if  the  title  of  the  complainant  was  successfully  assailed 
by  a  third  person.  2.  The  covenant  in  the  deed  is  her  own  cove- 
nant, and  a  court  of  equity  will  interpose  to  prevent  a  breach  of 
covenant  where  irreparable  damage  would  follow  such  breach,  as 
would  be  the  case  here,  since  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendant,  Ann 
Minor,  and  all  the  other  heirs  of  Samuel  Gibson,  are  insolvent." 

Extent  to  which  the  widow  is  affected  by  the  covenants  of  her  second 

husband. 

31.  In  Potter  t;.  Potter,'  a  widow  entitled  to  dower  in  the  estate 
of  her  deceased  husband,  contracted  a  second  marriage.     The  real 

1  Stjer's  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St.  (9  Harris),  86. 

*  Torrey  v.  Minor,  1  S.  &  M.  Ch.  489.  **  Where,  in  a  writ  of  dower  against  a  guar- 
dian, the  issue  was  whether  the  demandant  was  feme  of  the  father  of  *the  heir,  and 
it  was  found  by  verdict  that  she  was  not,  it  was  held  the  heir  should  estop  her 
bj  this  verdict  to  claim  her  dower,  though  be  was  not  wholly  privy  to  it,  because 
he  should  have  been  bound  by  it  if  this  had  been  found  against  the  guardian." 
Park,  Dow.  297;  Roll.  Abr.  Estoppel,  (L.)  pi.  11. 

*  Potter  V,  Potter,  1  R.  I.  43. 
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estate  of  the  first  husband  was  sold  by  his  administrator  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  The  purchaser  conveyed  the  lands  to  the 
second  husband,  who  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to  the 
defendant,  the  wife  not  joining  in  the  deed.  It  was  held,  that  by 
the  covenants  of  the  husband,  he  and  his  wife  were  estopped  from 
claiming  dower  in  the  estate  during  the  existence  of  their  inter- 
marriage. '^The  husband,  by  the  marriage,*'  said  the  court,  *^ gains 
a  right  to  the  possession  and  use  of  the  estate— *8nch  an  interest  and 
title  during  the  marriage,  as  enables  him  to  control  it.  He  has 
a  freehold  interest  in  her  dower,  determinable  upon  the  dissolution 
of  the  marriage."^ 

When  widow  not  estopped  hy  releaee. 

82.  A  stranger  to  a  release  made  by  the  wife,  can  derive  no . 
advantage  from  it;  nor,  as  against  him  is  she  estopped  from  assert- 
ing dower.^  But  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  married  woman  join  with 
her  second  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  real  estate,  and  relinquish 
her  dower  therein, 'she  is  estopped  to  claim  dower  under  her  former 
husband  in  the  lands  so  conveyed.'  And  where  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  deed  by  a  married  woman  was  pronounced  void  by  reason 
of  its  having  been  taken  in  one  county  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
another  county,  but  she  afterwards  joined  as  executor  in  a  suit  to 
recover  the  purchase-money  for  the  lands  conveyed  by  such  deed, 
it  was  held,  that  she  thereby  affirmed  the  deed,  and  would  be  barred 
by  the  recovery  from  claiming  dower.* 

Effect  of  sale  for  taxes, 

88.  It  is  held  in  Ohio,  that  a  right  of  dower,  whether  inchoate 
or  perfect,  is  defeated  by  a  valid  sale  and  conveyance  of  lands  for 
the  non-payment  of  taxes.* 

1  See  ante,  {  20.  The  claim  of  a  grantee  against  tlie  heira  of  a  grantor,  upon  a 
coTenant  of  warranty,  is  not  a  valid  defence  by  way  of  counter-claim  to  a  claim  of 
dower  by  the  widow  of  the  grantor,  under  {  126  of  the  Keutuclcy  Code  of  Practice. 
HiU  V.  Golden,  Itj  B.  Mon.  551. 

*  Littlefield  v.  Crocker,  30  Maine,  192 ;  Harriman  v.  Gray,  49  Me.  537 ;  Pixley  v. 
Bennett,  11  Mass.  298;  Robinson  v.  Bates,  3  Met.  40:  Woodworth  v.  Paige,  5 
Ohio  St  70;,Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  111.  384;  Summers  o.  Babb,  13  111.  483.  See 
post,  ch.  xii.,  {{  40-42. 

*  Usher  v.  Richardson,  29  Maine,  415.  «  Share  v.  Anderson,  7  S.  &  R.  42. 

^  Jones  V.  Devore,  8  Ohio  St.  430.  See  Gwynne  v.  Niswanger,  20  Ohio,  556 ; 
post,  ch.  zzzi.,  {{  50-52. 
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What  acts  of  the  widow  will  estop  her  from  claiming  dower. 

34.  It  is  a  point  upon  which  the  authorities  are  generally  agreed, 
that  if  the  dowress  is  guilty  of  fraudulent  practices  in  inducing  the 
purchaser  to  take  the  estate  under  a  belief  that  she  waives  her 
right  to  dower,  she  will  be  estopped  from  afterwards  setting  up  her 
claim. 

35.  In  an  early  case  in  Pennsylvania,  lands  sold  by  the  husband 
in  his  lifetime,  were  bid  in  by  his  executor,  after  his  death,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate,  under  a  judgment  recovered  for  the  unpaid 
purchase-money.  Afterwards,  with  the  consent  and  approbation 
of  the  widow,  who  was  a  legatee  under  the  will,  the  executor  re- 
sold and  conveyed  the  premises.  No  claim  for  dower  was  sug- 
gested by  the  widow  during  these  transactions,  but  she  afterwards 
brought  an  action  of  dower  against  the  purchaser  from  the  executor. 
Upon  the  trial,  Yeates,  J.,  said :  ^^Mrs.  Deshler  is  entitled  to  recover 
her  dower  in  the  premises,  unless  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case  operate  as  a  bar.  The  circumstances  relied  upon  to  produce 
that  effect,  are  these :  she  made  Neuhart  her  agent  to  buy  the  land 
at  the  sheriflTs  sale ;  and  she  approved  of  the  purchase  after  it  was 
made.  She  also  knew  and  approved  of  the  resale  to  the  defend- 
ant, at  a  full  price,  and  uncharged  with  dower ;  and  until  the 
defendant  had  paid  the  price,  she  never  set  up  the  present  claim. 
The  motives  of  Mrs.  Deshler,  in  observing  this  silence,  can  not  be 
positively  ascertained  ;  but  she  might  think  that  if  the  lands  sold 
high  in  consequence  of  appearing  clear  of  every  incumbrance,  there 
would  be  the  better  prospect  that  her  legacy  of  1,0002.  would  be 
paid.  Upon  the  whole,  the  jury  will  decide  whether  Mrs.  Desh* 
ler's  line  of  conduct  held  up  to  the  public,  and  particularly  to  the 
parties,  that  she  meant  to  waive  the  claim  of  dower.  If  it  did,  the 
verdict  should  be  against  her.  If  it  did  not,  and  the  jury  think 
that  she  always  meant  to  assert  her  right  of  dower,  then  the  verdict 
must  be  in  her  favor."     The  verdict  was  for  the  defendant.^ 

36.  So  where  real  estate  of  a  decedent  was  sold  by  an  adminis- 
trator and  administratrix,  under  a  surrogate's  order,  in  which  estate 
the  administratrix  was  entitled  to  dower,  and  in  the  terms  of  sale 
it  was  stated  that  a  clear  and  satisfactory  title  would  be  given,  and 
the  purchaser  paid  the  full  value  of  the  premises,  under  a  belief 
that  be  was  obtaining  a  perfect  title,  it  was  held,  that  the  silence  of 

1  Deshler  v,  Beerj,  4  Dall.  300. 
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the  administratrix  as  to  her  claim  of  dower  was  such  a  fraud  opon 
the  purchaser  as  to  preclude  her  from  afterwards  setting  up  such 
claim  against  him  or  his  assigns.^  In  determining  the  case,  the 
chancellor  remarked  as  follows:  "As  the  administratrix  joined  in 
the  report  of  the  sale  to  the  surrogate,  she  must  have  been  present 
at  the  sale,  either  personally,  or  by  her  agent ;  and  must  have  seen 
the  written  terms  of  sale  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  purchaser 
was  to  have  a  clear  and  satisfactory  title.  It  was  the  brewery  and 
the  lot  on  which  it  stood,  and  not  merely  the  decedent's  interest 
therein,  for  which  a  clear  and  satisfactory  title  was  to  be  given  to 
the  purchaser.  And  that  necessarily  excluded  the  idea  that  the 
purchaser  was  to  take  the  property  incumbered  with  a  right  of  dower 
which  had  then  become  vested  by  the  death  of  the  husband.  It 
therefore  seems  to  be  impossible  that  any  of  the  parties  could  have 
supposed  the  purchaser  was  to  take  the  property  at  its  full  value, 
and  yet  that  the  claim  of  dower  was  not  to  be  relinquished.  As 
the  defendants  roust  have  known  that  Vassar  was  paying  his  money 
under  a  supposition  that  he  was  getting  a  perfect  title,  if  Mrs.  Top- 
ping did  not  intend  to  part  with  her  dower,  conscience  required  her 
to  speak.  And  silence  under  such  circumstances  was  such  a  fraud 
upon  the  purchaser  as  to  prevent  her  from  afterwards  making  her 
claim  for  dower  in  the  premises." 

37.  In  another  case,  a  widow  was  present  at  a  sale  of  her  hus- 
band's lands  by  his  administrator,  and  consented  that  the  sale 
might  be  made  free  from  her  claim  of  dower.  The  purchaser,  rely- 
ing upon  this  promise,  bid  off  the  property  at  a  much  larger  sun^ 
than  he  would  have  otherwise  paid.  A  bill  for  dower  afterwards 
brought  by  the  widow  was  dismissed.*  The  court,  in  disposing  of 
the  case,  said:  "It  is  a  well  established  principle  in  equity,  that  if  a 
person,  having  a  right  to  an  estate,  permit  or  encourage  a  purchaser 
to  buy  it  of  another,  the  purchaser  shall  hold  it  against  the  person 
who  has  the  right;'  and  the  rule  prevails  even  against /erne  covertSy 
and  persons  under  age.^  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
plainants, that  the  acts  and  declarations  of  Mrs.  Smiley,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  the  lots  in  question,  ought  not  to  bar  her  of  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  because  she  was  at  that  time  ignorant  of 

1  Dougrej  r.  Topping,  4  Paige,  94.  •  Smilej  v.  Wright,  2  Ohio,  506. 

*  Daniels  v.  DhvIsod,  16  Yes.  Jr.  253  ;  Evans  o.  BlckneU,  6  Yes.  Jr.  174;  Livings- 
ton V.  Byrne,  11  John.  564;  Stoirs  v.  Barker,  6  John.  Gh.  166 ;  8  Mod.  35. 

*  Corj  V.  Qirtchin,  2  Mad.  40. 
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ber  rights,  nor  can  they  be  considered  as  a  fraud  upon  the  pur- 
chaser, as  he  had  notice  of  her  title.     It  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
whether  a  person,  having  legal  title  to  lands,  who  encourages  the 
sale  by  another,  shall  be  permitted  to  show  his  ignorance  of  that 
title,  to  the  prejudice  of  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, as  we  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  does 
not  prove  Mrs.  Smiley 's  ignorance  of  ber  rights  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  by  the  administrator.  ...  If  she  bad  not,  in  fact,  relinquished 
her  right  of  dower,  her  standing  by,  permitting  the  property  to  be 
sold  free  of  dower  without  asserting  her  claim,  was  calculated  to 
deceive  and  defraud  the  purchaser,'  and  did  induce  him  to  pay  a 
much  larger  sum  for  the  property  than  he  would  otherwise  have 
given.     He  believed  she  had  relinquished  her  dower,  and  acted 
upon  this  belief.  To  permit  her  to  assert  her  title  to  dower,  against 
a  band  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  who  was  induced 
by  her  to  purchase,  because  she  has  never  executed  any  formal  act 
of  assignment,  or  release  of  her  dower,  would  be  to  aid  her  in  the 
commission  of  fraud." 

38.  A  like  decision  was  made,  upon  a  somewhat  similar  state  of 
facts,  in  Ellis  v.  Diddy.^  In  that  case,  which  was  a  proceeding  for 
dower,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  that  the  guardian  of  the  heirs 
of  the  deceased  husband,  obtained  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  lands 
in  which  dower  was  claimed;  that  the  widow  was  present  in  court, 
and  concurred  in  the  application  for  the  order ;  and  that  the  prem- 
ises were  sold  to  the  defendant,  the  widow  receiving  a  portion  of 
the  purchase-money  in  payment  of  her  right  of  dower.  He  further 
averred  that  the  widow  was  present  at  the  sale,  and  heard  the  com- 
missioner represent  that  the  purchaser  would  receive  a  title  free 
from  all  claims,  and  concurred  therein,  and  gave  no  notice  of  any 
claim  upon  the  estate.  It  ^ras  held,  that  if  the  matters  so  alleged 
were  true,  the  petitioner  was  estopped  from  asserting  a  right  of 
dower. 

89.  So  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  creditors  of  a  testator  against 
his  executrix,  who  was  also  his  widow,  praying  that  the  real  estate 
of  the  testator  might  be  sold  to  pay  his  debts  ;  and  a  decree  was 
made  and  the  lands  sold  in  conformity  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill, 
the  widow  making  no  claim  of  dower,  it  was  held,  that  she  was 

1  See  Heth  v.  Cocke,  1  Rand.  344. 

s  Ellis  V.  Diddy,  1  Garter  (lad.),  661 ;  s.  0.  1  Smith  (Ind.),  354.  See,  also,  Oat- 
ling  V.  Rodman,  6  Ind.  289. 
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barred  from  afterwards  setting  up  dower  against  the  purchaser.^ 
^'  The  claim  of  dower,"  said  the  court,  '^  is  much  favored,  but  it  can 
not  be  permitted  to  ride  over  the  well  settled  rules  of  law.  .  •  . 
Like  all  other  rights,  it  may  be  waived,  if  the  party  claiming 
neglects  to  maintain  or  assert  it  when  an  opportunity  occurs,  and 
the  occasion  requires  that  it  should  be  asserted.  •  •  •  The  bill  filed 
by  Tennant  against  the  complainant  and  others,  prayed  expressly 
that  the  estates,  real  and  personal,  might  be  sold  to  pay  debts. 
The  complainant  then  had  an  opportunity  of  asserting  her  right  to 
dower,  and  having  neglected  it,  she  is  concluded  by  the  rule.  It 
is  but  just  to  the  purchaser,  who  might,  and  would  reasonably  con- 
clude, that  the  rights  of  all  the  parties  to  the  proceeding  under 
which  the  sale  had  been  made,  had  been  adjusted."  But  where  a 
sale  has  been  made  on  a  bill  to  marshal  assets,  the  widow  may  come 
in  before  distribution  of  the  funds  and  claim  the  value  of  her  dower 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.^ 

40.  A  testator,  by  his  will,  authorized  his  executors  to  sell  his 
real  estate,  and  in  case  they  did  so,  the  will  gave  the  widow  the 
use  of  one-third  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale.  The  executors  made 
the  sale,  and  the  widow  accepted  and  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  pro- 
ceeds for  a  number  of  years.  It  was  held,  that  she  wais  estopped 
from  setting  up  any  claim  to  dower  in  the  premises,  in  the  hands 
of  an  innocent  grantee,  who  was  permitted  to  receive  the  title  in 
her  presence,  with  the  assurance  that  her  claim  to  dower  was  ex- 
tinguished. And  it  was  laid  down  as  the  general  rule  applicable 
to  such  cases,  that  where  the  widow  knowingly  permits  the  pur- 
chaser to  part  with  his  money  for  real  estate,  under  the  assurance 
that  the  land  is  free  from  her  claim  of  dower,  and  accepts  and 
enjoys  the  use  of  the  purchase- money,  such  acts  on  her  part  con- 
stitute an  estoppel  in  pais.  If,  under  such  circumstances,  she  in- 
stitute proceedings  to  obtain  an  admeasurement  of  dower,  and 
threaten  to  bring  ejectment  to  recover  the  same,  an  action  may 
be  maintained  against  her  for  a  perpetual  injunction.  Such  pro- 
ceedings on  her  part  constitute  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  the  land, 
and  justify  an  action  to  quiet  the  title.^ 

41.  In  a  case  in  Kentucky,  the  court  were  in  doubt  whether  a 

1  Stonejr  v.  Bk  of  Charleston,  1  Rich.  Eq.  275.    See  DarnaU  v»  Hill,  12  GiU  k  J. 
388. 
*  Tennant  v.  Stonej,  1  Rich.  Eq.  222.. 
»  Wood  V.  JSeeljr,  32  N.  Y.  (5  Tiffanjr),  105. 
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claim  to  dower  shoald  be  disallowed  in  equity  by  reason  of  a  parol 
promise  by  the  widow  to  a  purchaser  under  a  decree  against  her 
husband,  that  she  would  relinquish  her  claim.^  ^'It  may  be  a 
serious  question,"  the  court  remarked,  ^'whether,  if  Mrs.  Moore 
had  authorized  the  annunciation  made  at  the  decretal  sale,  that 
she  would  relinquish  her  dower  to  the  purchaser,  with  the  intention 
and  effect  of  enhancing  the  price  of  the  land,  this  circumstance 
should  not  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  refuse  its  aid  in  enforcing 
her  claim,  and  to  turn  her  round  to  her  legal  remedy.  We  are 
relieved,  however,  from  the  decision  of  this  question  in  the  present 
case,  because  the  fact  of  previous  authority  is  not  established." 

42.  Where  the  widow  has  done  nothing  to  mislead  the  purchaser, 
and  the  circumstances  are  such  that  she  is  not  required  by  good 
faith  to  disclose  her  claim,  her  mere  silence  in  regard  to  it  does 
not  affect  her  right.  Thus,  her  failure  to  give  notice  of  her  claim 
when  the  land  in  which  she  has  dower  is  advertised  for  sale,  is  no 
bar  to  her  recovery.^  So,  where  lands  are  sold  by  a  commissioner, 
under  an  order  of  court,  obtained  by  the  widow  as  administratrix, 
but  nothing  is  said  or  done  to  induce  the  belief  that  she  will  waive 
her  dower,  a  simple  omission  on  her  part  to  announce  at  the  sale 
that  the  land  will  be  sold  subject  to  her  dower,  will  not  estop  her 
from  asserting  that  right.'  In  Lawrence  t^.  Brown,^  where  this 
subject  is  quite  fully  discussed,  the  court  say,  that  in  order  to  con- 
stitute  an  estoppel  in  paisy  not  only  must  the  widow,  by  her  words 
or  conduct,  have  caused  the  purchaser  to  believe  that  he  would 
acquire  a  title  discharged  from  dower,  but  he  must  also  have  acted 
upon  that  belief  in  making  his  purchase  and  paying  the  purchase- 
money. 

43.  In  Hill  t^.  Hill,*  it  is  said,  that  a  widow  may  claim  her  dower, 
^^unleas  by  her  own  laches  she  has  abandoned  or  wuived  the  right." 
And  in  Edmondson  v.  Montague,^  that  she  is  not  estopped  by  her 
acts  and  omissions,  **  except  in  cases  where,  in  good  conscience  and 
honest  dealing,  she  should  not  be  permitted  to  gainsay  them."  In 
Martin  v.  Martin,^  it  is  decided  that  a  dowress  is  not  estopped  from 

1  Moore  v.  Tisdale,  5  B.  Hon.  352,  368. 

s  Smilb  V.  Pajrteni^r,  2  Mills,  (Coq.  Coort),  59. 

*  Owen  o.  Blatter,  26  Ala.  547. 

'  Lawrence  v.  Brown,  1  Seld.  394,  401 ;  post,  {  46. 
s  Hill  9.  HUl,  6  Ark.  608. 

•  Kdmondsoa  v,  Montague,  14  Ala.  370.  '  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86. 


256 


THB  LAW  OF  DOWBB. 


[CH.  ZI. 


asserting  her  claim,  ^'bj  any  recognition  on  ber  part,  after  a 
voluntary  separation  from  her  husband,  of  his  right  to  marry  another 
woman,  or  of  the  validity  of  his  supposed  second  marriage." 

44.  In  a  case  in  North  Carolina,  a  testator,  by  his  will,  had 
directed  his  executors  to  allot  fifty  acres  of  land  to  his  widow  in 
lieu  of  dower ;  under  a  power  in  the  will,  the  executors  advertised 
the  residue  of  the  land  for  sale,  but  understanding  that  the  widow 
intended  to  claim  her  dower,  they  agreed  with  her  to  give  her  a 
horse  and  one  year's  provisions,  and  to  build  her  a  house,  upon 
condition  of  her  abiding  by  the  will.  After  the  widow  had  acceded 
to  these  terms,  the  land  was  exposed  to  sale,  subject  to  the  life 
estate  of  the  widow  in  fifty  acres  only.  The  executors  failing  to 
comply  with  their  agreement,  it  was  held,  that  the  widow  was 
entitled  to  recover  her  dower  against  a  purchaser  with  notice  of  her 
rights.^  '^  If  indeed  it  had  been  proclaimed,"  said  the  court,  *'in 
order  to  enhance  the  price,  that  the  widow  had  consented  to  forego 
her  claim  to  dower,  then  as  those  promises  were  the  cause  of  such 
consent,  they  ought  to  have  fulfilled  them.  But  it  appears  that 
nothing  was  said  about  the  widow's  dower.  The  defendants  sold, 
and  the  plain tifi*  bought,  subject  to  that  claim." 

45.  A  widow  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  a  tract  of  land  as  devisee 
under  her  husband's  will,  and  who  has  procured  partition  to  be 
made,  is  not  estopped  by  the  partition  from  prosecuting  her  action 
of  dower  against  the  parties  holding  the  other  moiety.^  So,  where, 
at  the  time  of  the  partition  of  an  estate  among  co-devisees,  one  of 
them  had  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  premises  set  off  by  the  par- 
tition to  another ;  and  subsequently  to  the  partition,  the  inchoate 
right  of  dower  became  perfect  by  the  death  of  her  husband,  she 
will  not  in  equity  be  held  estopped  to  claim  her  dower  against  her 
co-partitioners.'  But  in  such  case,  equity  will,  while  sustaining  the 
claim  to  dower,  decree  and  enforce  a  contribution  by  all  the  parties 
to  the  partition,  to  make  good  to  the  co-devisees,  in  whose  share 
the  dower  is  assigned,  their  equal  share  in  the  common  estate  re- 
maining after  the  assignment  of  dower.^ 

46.  Where  dower  has  been  assigned  by  the  court  of  chancery, 
and  afterwards  the  estate  of  the  husband,  including  the  part  assigned 
for  dower,  is  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts  under  an  order  of  the 


1  Wilson  V.  Whit«,  2  Dev.  Eq.  29. 
*  Walker  v.  Hall|  15  Ohio  8t.  355. 


'  Kennedjr  v,  Nedrow,  I  Dall.  416. 
«  Ibid. 
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Bnrrogate,  such  order,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  life  estate  of  the 
widow,  is  void ;  and  the  receipt  by  her,  as  assignee  of  the  creditors, 
of  the  entire  proceeds  of  the  sale,  can  not  be  regarded  as  an  affirm- 
ance by  her  of  the  sale  of  her  life  estate,  nor  as  a  surrender  thereof 
to  the  purchaser.^  The  money  in  sach  case  is  not  received  by  the 
widow  ''as  an  equivalent  for,  or  in  satisfaction  of  her  estate  in 
dower,  but  expressly  in  her  character  of  creditor  of  the  estate  of 
her  husband."  But  where  land  of  which  a  husband  died  seized,  is 
decreed  by  a  court  of  equity  to  be  sold  free  from  dower,  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  and  the  widow  is  a  party  to  such  proceeding, 
she  is  barred  from  claiming  dower  so  long  as  the  decree  remains 
unreversed,' 

47.  It  is  no  answer  to  a  proceeding  for  dower,  that  the  widow 
has  disposed  of  her  husband*s  whole  personal  estate,  exceeding  in 
amount  the  value  of  her  dower  interest;^  nor  that  she  has  wasted 
it^or  converted  it  to  her  own  use.^  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  is  a  creditor  make  any  difference  as  to  the  right  of  the 
widow  to  recover.* 

Election  to  take  statutory  provision  in  lieu  of  dower, 

48.  Section  one  of  the  South  Carolina  statute  of  distributions  of 
1791,*  gives  to  the  widow  one-third  of  the  realty  in  fee,  in  case  a 
child  or  other  lineal  descendant  is  left ;  and  one  moiety  if  no  child 
or  other  lineal  descendant  survive.  In  section  two  it  is  provided 
''  that  in  all  cases  of  intestacy,  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate 
shall  be  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as  real  estates  are  disposed 
of  by  this  act."  Section  six  enacts  ''that  in  all  cases  where  pro- 
vision is  made  by  this  act  for  the  widow  of  a  person  dying  intestate, 
the  same  shall,  if  accepted,  be  considered  in  lieu  of  and  in  bar  of 
dower.".  The  widow,  by  accepting  her  "thirds"  under  the  first 
section  of  this  act,  or  a  distributive  share  of  the  personalty  under 
the  second  section,  is,  in  either  case,  barred  at  law  and  in  equity, 
of  her  dower,  as  well  in  the  lands  which  her  husband  conveyed 
during  the  coverture,  as  in  those  of  which  he  died  seized.^ 

1  Lawrence  p.  Brown,  1  Seld.  394.  *  Gardiner  v.  Miles,  5  GiU,  94. 

*  Gwratbers  v.  Wilson,  18.  kU,  627. 

«  Kennedy  v.  McAliley,  9  Rich.  L.  395.  ^  Ibid. 

•  5  Sut.  S.  G.  162.     See  1  Brev.  Dig.  tit.  101 ;  2  Ibid.  p.  350,  2  24. 

V  ATant  V.  Robertson,  2  McMuIlan,  215  ;  Buist  o.  Dawes,  3  Rich.  Eq.  2ai ;  Bvaas 
r.  Pierson,  9  Rich.'L.  9 ;  Floyd  v.  Hodge,  10  Rich.  L.  157. 
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49.  The  election  of  the  widow  to  take  under  the  statute  need  not 
be  formally  made,  but  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances.  Thus, 
where  she  is  found  purchasing  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  of  her 
deceased  husband,  joining  with  the  heirs  in  the  conveyance  of  other 
portions,  and  receiving  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  these  are 
circumstances  from  which  an  election  on  her  part  may  be  presumed.^ 
But  where,  at  a  sale  of  the  personal  property  of  an  intestate,  his 
widow  and  her  second  husband  purchased  to  a  small  amount,  and 
gave  the  administrator  a  receipt  for  that  amount  on  her  distributive 
share ;  and  the  debts  exceeded  the  personal  assets,  and  were  after- 
wards paid  by  a  sale  of  the  lands;  it  was  held  that  the  widow  was 
not  barred  of  her  dower,  the  personalty  being  the  primary  fund  for 
the  payment  of  debts,  and  there  being  no  personal  estate  to  dis- 
tribute.* 

50.  The  courts  will  not  suffer  an  election  once  made  to  be  re- 
tracted, except  upon  grounds  of  equity  clearly  made  out.  Th^s, 
where  the  husband  died  intestate,  possessed  of  an  inconsiderable 
estate,  but  having  a  contingent  interest  in  property  of  great  value; 
and  the  widow  received  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  her  dower ;  and 
after  her  death,  and  the  lapse  of  a  number  of  years,  the  contingent 
interest  of  the  husband  became  vested,  her  representatives  were 
not  permitted  to  retract  the  election  made  by  her  and  avail  them- 
selves of  her  supposed  right  of  dower  in  the  augmented  estate,  even 
though  they  offered  to  make  compensation  for  the  money  actually 
received  by  her.*  Soj  where  a  widow  claimed  her  dower,  and 
had  it  set  off  to  her  by  legal  process,  and  enjoyed  it  for  several 
years,  she  was  concluded,  although  the  estate  was  not  entirely 
settled,  from  afterwards  setting  aside  her  proceedings  and  demand- 
ing a  third  in  fee  under  the  statute.^ 

51.  To  entitle  a  widow  to  dower  under  the  first  section  of  the 
dower  act  of  Missouri,^  it  is  not  necessary  that  she  should  elect  so 
to  take.  No  election  to  take  under  the  first  section,  can,  as  an 
election,  impair  her  right  to  be  endowed  under  the  eleventh  section.* 

1  Avant  V.  Robertson,  2  McMullan,  216.       *  Floyd  v.  Hodge,  10  Rich.  L.  167. 

>  Buist  V.  Dawes,  3  Rich.  Eq.  281.  *  Qaarles  v.  Garrett,  4  Desaus.  145. 

<^  1  R.  G.  Misso.  1865,  ch.  66,  {  1.  This  sertion  gives  dower  in  the  lands  of  which 
the  husband,  or  any  person  to  his  use,  was  seized  during  the  coverture;  and  also  in 
leasehold  estates. 

*  By  this  section,  when  the  husband  shall  die,  leaving  a  child  or  children,  or  other 
descendants,  the  widow  may,  in  lieu  of  dower  as  provided  by  section  one,  elect  to 
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To  prevent  her  from  exercising  this  right,  there  must  be  a  binding 
contract,  or  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  will  work  an  estoppel 
in  pais.^  The  institution  of  a  suit  to  recover  dower  according  to 
the  first  section,  and  the  declaration  in  the  petition,  signed  and 
sworn  to  by  the  widow,  that  she  thereby  elects  to  take  as  her  dower 
the  third  part  of  the  lands  of  her  deceased  husband,  will  not  affect 
her  right  to  elect,  within  eighteen  months  after  the  grant  of  letters 
upon  his  estate,  to  take  dower  under  the  eleventh  section  of  the 
act.'  If  the  widow  elect  to  take  personalty  under  the  statute,'  in 
lieu  of  her  dower,  she  can  not  insist  upon  a  sale  of  the  realty  for 
the  payment  of  debts,  in  exoneration  of  the  personal  estate.^  So 
where  she  elects  to  take  ^'  one-half  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
belonging  to  the  (her)  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death,  absolutely,"* 
she  can  take  no  interest  in  the  property  aliened  by  her  husband  in 
his  lifetime.^  In  the  case  of  Hornsey  v,  Casey ,^  a  doubt  was  ex- 
pressed as  to  whether  an  election  to  take  under  the  third  section^ 
will  operate  as  a  bar  to  dower  under  the  first  section.  The  right 
of  the  widow  to  elect  under  this  statute,  is  strictly  personal,  and 
iftt  transmissible  by  descent.' 

52.  It  is  held,  under  the  Georgia  statute,  that  the  proper  mode 
for  the  widow  to  signify  her  election  to  take  a  child's  part,  instead 
of  dower, ^®  in  the  real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  is  to  file  a 
written  declaration  to  that  effect  in  the  court  of  ordinary  where 
administration  has  been  granted  upon  his  estate.^^ 

53.  In  Pennsylvania,  the  acceptance  by  the  widow  of  her  share 
of  her  deceased  husband's  intestate  estate,  under  the  statute  of 
distributions,  will  not  bar  her  from  recovering  dower  out  of  land 
which  her  hubband  had  aliened  in  his  lifetime." 

be  eodowed  Hbsulutely  ia  a  share  of  sach  lands,  eqaal  to  the  share  of  a  child  of  such 
deceased  hasband.  The  provisions  of  this  section  are  made  sabject  to  the  payment 
of  the  husband's  debts.  1  Rev.  Code  Misso.  1855,  ch.  56,2  ^^-  ^^e  statute  of 
Kansas  is  Eimilar  to  that  of  Missoari.    Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  ch.  83. 

1  Watson  0.  Watson,  28  Misso.  300.  See  Hamilton  v.  O'Neil,  9  Misso.  li  ;  Kemp 
«.  Holland,  10  Misso.  255 ;  Homsej  v,  Casey,  21  Misso.  545.      1 

>  Watson  0.  Watson,  28  Misso.  300.  *  See  1  R.  G.  Misso.  1855,  ch.  56,  {  4. 

«  Gbion  V,  Stout,  10  Misso.  709.  «  1  R.  G.  Misso.  1855,  ch.  56,  {{  5,  7. 

*  Homsej  v.  Case/,  21  Misso.  545.    See  Welch  o.  Anderson,  28  Misso.  293. 
T  Homsejr  v.  Gasey,  mpra.    See  Hamilton  v,  O'Neil,  9  Misso.  1 1 . 

*  Sect.  5  in  the  revision  of  1855.  •  Welch  o.  Anderson,  28  Misso.  293. 
^  See  vol.  i ,  ch.  ii.,  {  17  ;  Gubb's  New  Dig.  p.  228. 

»  Rojston  o.  Rojston,  21  Geo.  161. 

I*  Leinaweaver  v.  Stoever,  1  Watu  k  Serg.  160.  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xz.,  {{  18-20 ; 
ch.  XXIX.,  2i  36-39. 
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54.  In  Massachnsetts,  if  the  husband  die  intestate  without  issne, 
his  widow  may  take  one-half  of  his  lands  during  her  lifetime;  and, 
if  she  take  under  this  section,  may  clear  wild  lands.^  Or  she  may, 
nt  her  election,  take  dower  in  his  estate  instead  of  the  benefit  of 
this  provision.' 

55.  In  Vermont,  where  the  husband  dies  leaving  no  children  or 
representatives  of  children,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  one-half  of  his 
estate;  and  in  this  case  she  is  barred  of  her  dower,  unless  within 
eight  months  after  the  will  of  her  husband  has  been  proved  or 
letters  of  administration  have  been  granted  on  his  estate,  she  shall 
elect  to  take  her  dower  in  lieu  of  the  provision  so  made  for  her  by 
law.* 

Decree  in  foreeloiure  upon  mortgage  not  executed  by  the  wife. 

56.  It  is  settled  by  the  authorities  that  a  person  claiming 
adversely  to  the  mortgagor,  and  by  title  prior  to  the  mortgage, 
can  not  be  made  a  party  defendant  to  a  bill  in  foreclosure  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  his  title.^  And  it  has  been  held,  that  the  widow 
of  a  mortgagor,  whose  right  of  dower  is  paramount  to  the  mort- 
gage, is  so  far  an  adverse  claimant  by  prior  title  as  to  com«  within 
the  operation  of  this  rule.^ 

1  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  p.  470,  ch.  90,  {  15.  >  Ibid,  i  16. 

»  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.,  ch.  65,  {2  5»  ^■ 

^  Holcomb  V.  Holcomb,  2  Barb.  20  ;  Eagle  Fire  Go.  v.  Lent,  6  Paige,  635 ;  Lyman 
V  Little,  15  Verm.  576;  Jones  v.  St.  John,  4  Sandf.  Gh.  208;  Goraing  v.  Smith, 
2  Seld.  82  ;  2  Billiard  on  Mortgages,  2d  ed.,  ch.  32,  }  84. 

A  Lewis  V.  Smith,  11  .Barb.  152 ;  s.  o.  5  Seld.  502.  In  the  first  Tolume  of  this 
work,  reference  is  made  to  authorities  upon  the  question  whether  the  wife  is  a 
necessary  party  to  proceedings  in  foreclosure  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband.  Vol. 
i.,  ch.  zxiii ,  \\  31-34.  Since  the  publication  of  that  volume  this  question  has  been 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  and  it  was  determined,  after  full  consideration 
of  the  subject,  that  a  foreclosure  during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  by  suit  to  which 
the  wife  is  not  a  ps\rty,  does  not  bar  her  equity  of  redemption,  although  process  is 
issued  against  and  served  upon  the  husband.  McArthur  v.  Franklin,  15  Ohio  St. 
485  ;  8.  0.  16  Ohio  St  In  this  case  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  husband,  and  was  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife  during  the  cover- 
ture. The  court  left  undetermined  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  a  foreclosure  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  husband  without  making  the  wife  a  party  where  the  mortgage 
was  executed  by  the  husband  before  the  marriage,  or  was  given  to  the  vendor  to 
secure  the  purchase-money,  or  was  an  incumbrance  existing  on  the  lands  at  the 
time  the  title  was  acquired.  Similar  rulings  have  also  been  made  in  Illinois.  Gil- 
bert o.  Maygard,  1  Scam.  471 ;  Leonard  v.  Villars,  23  111.  379.  In  the  case  last 
cited  a  decree  in  foreclosure  was  reversed  because  the  wife  was  not  a  party  to  the 
proceeding,  the  court  being  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  she  was  a  necessary  party, 
and  that  her  right  to  redeem  after  her  husband's  death  would  not  be  barred  unless 
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57.  In  the  case  last  referred  to,  however,  the  bill  in  foreclosure 
was  not  so  framed  as  to  present  any  question  upon  the  claim  of 
dower.     The  facts  were  as  follows:  A.  in  1826,  gave  a  mortgage 


she  was  joined.  But  in  a  subsequent  case,  it  was  held  that  this  doctrine  does  not 
apply  where  the  mortgage  was  given  for  the  purchase-mouey  of  the  land,  and  that 
in  aach  a  case  it  is*  not  necessary  to  make  the  wife  a  party.  Stephens  v.  Bichnell, 
27  III.  444.  In  Missouri,  it  is  held  that  the  wife  need  not  be  made  a  party  to  a  pro- 
ceeding under  the  statute  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  although  she  may  have  joined 
with  her  hnsband  in  iu  execution.  Reddick  v.  Walsh,  15  Misso.  536 ;  Thornton  v. 
Pigg,  24  Misso.  249^  See,  also,  Mims  v.  Mims,  I  Humph.  (Tenn.)  425.  In  Garter 
V.  Walker,  2  Ohio  St.  339,  the  husband  had  alone  mortgaged  his  estate ;  subse- 
quently the  husband  and  wife  joined  in  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  mortgaged. 
It  was  held  that  the  wife  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  proceedings  in  foreclosure 
ftfberwards  instituted  upon  the  mortgage,  as  she  had  fully  relinquished  her  right  to 
the  grraotee  of  her  husband.  In  New  York,  if  a  mortgage  executed  by  che  husband 
biefore  marriage,  has  been  foreclosed  after  marriage,  without  making  the  wife  a  party, 
her  remedy,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  if  she  have  any,  is  by  bill  in  equity  to 
redeem.     Smith  v,  Gardner,  42  Barb.  356. 

In  McArthur  o.  Franklin,  16  Ohio  St.  R.,  the  court  affirmed  the  doctrine  of  the 
same  case,  15  Ohio  St.  B.  485,  cited  above,  and  decided  the  following  additional 
propositions : 

''The  purchaser  at  a  sale  in  proceedings  to  foreclose  against  the  husband  alone, 
acquires  the  interests  both  of  the  husband  and  the  mortgagee.  Aa  against  the 
widow  the  position  of  such  purchaser  is  the  same  as  if  he  derived  title  under  a  sale 
on  execution,  except  that  he  also  acquires  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee.  But  when 
the  mortgage  debt  is  paid,  his  interest  as  mortgagee  ceases,  and  the  widow  is  entitled 
to  have  her  dower  assigned  in  the  land. 

"  The  purchaser,  having  acquired,  and  entered  into  possession  under  the  title  of 
both  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  mortgagor  and  mort* 
gagee  occupying  the  mortgaged  premises  in  common,  according  to  their  respective 
interests.  And,  regarding  the  price  paid  at  the  judicial  sale,  as  representing 
both  interests,  the  purchaser  should  account  for  such  a  proportion  of  the  net  annual 
rents  as  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  sale  bears  to  the  price 
at  which  the  land  was  sold. 

**  In  ascertaining  the  annual  rents,  the  enhanced  value  of  the  land  from  improve- 
ments other  than  ordinary  repairs  should  be  excluded.  Taxes  and  ordinary  repairs 
should  be  deducted  in  ascertaining  the  net  rents. 

^  The  plaintiff  not  having  been  a  party  to  the  foreclosure  suit,  is  entitled  to  have 
the  $iccount  taken  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  decree  had  been  rendered.  There- 
fore, in  ascertaining  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  there  should  be  no  rest 
made  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  decree. 

"  With  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  may  redeem  her  dower  by  paying 
her  proportion  of  the  mortgage  debt.  This  would  be  such  part  of  one-third  of  the 
debt  remaining  unpaid  as  bears  the  same  proportion  to  the  third  part  of  such  debt 
as  the  valne  of  her  life  estate  in  one -third  part  of  the  land  bears  to  the  value  of  the 
nnincumbered  fee  in  the  third  last  named. 

**The  value  of  the  widow's  life  estate  in  such  case  is  the  present  worth  of  an 
annuity  for  her  life,  equal  to  one-third  of  the  interest  of  the  mortgage  debt  unpaid." 


t 
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upon  his  real  estate,  in  which  his  wife  did  not  join.  He  had  pee- 
yiously  contracted  to  sell  to  the  defendant,  and  others,  yarious 
parcels  of  the  lands,  and  the  contracts  were  included  in  the  mort- 
gage and  assigned  to  the  mortgagee,  with  the  moneys  due  and  to 
become  due  thereon.  A.  died  in  1880,  leaving  a  will,  in  which  he 
made  a  proyision  for  his  wife,  the  plaintiff,  not  expressed  to  be  in 
lieu  of  dower,  and  appointed  her  executrix,  and  several  others 
executors.  After  the  testator's  death,  the  assignee  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  several  of  the  persons  holding  contracts  of  purchase,  one 
of  whom  was  the  defendant,  united  and  filed  a  bill  in  chancery 
against  the  widow  and  the  devisees  under  the  will,  one  of  whom 
was  the  executor  that  had  qualified,  and  served  on  the  defendants 
in  that  suit  a  notice  stating  that  the  object  of  the  suit  was  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage,  and  that  they  made  no  personal  claim  against 
the  defendants ;  and  in  the  bill  filed  by  them  they  set  forth  the 
rights  of  the  defendants  under  the  will,  and  that  the  widow  and 
one  of  the  defendants  had  qualified  as  executrix  and  executor,  and 
then  set  forth  generally  that  the  said  defendants  had,  or  claimed 
to  have,  some  interest  in  the  premises  ''as  subsequent  purchasers, 
incumbrancers,  or  otherwise^''  but  made  no  mention  of  the  widow's 
claiming  dower  nor  any  allegation  in  reference  thereto.  The 
defendants  suffa*ed  the  bill  to  be  taken  as  confessed.  A  decree 
was  made  ordering  a  sale,  and  that  the  purchaser  be  let  into  pos- 
session. The  assignee  of  the  mortgage  became  the  purchaser  under 
the  decree,  and  received  a  master's  deed.  The  widow  brought 
ejectment  to  recover  dower  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  it  was 
held  that  her  dower  right  was  paramount  to  the  mortgage,  and  the 
title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  subject  thereto;  that  the  bill  was 
not  properly  framed  to  enable  the  complainants  therein  to  litigate 
her  claim  to  dower  in  that  suit;  that,  as  there  was  no  allegation  in 
the  bill  relative  to  her  claiming  dower,  or  that  the  devise  under 
the  will  was  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  she  was  not  a  party  to  that  suit 
as  dowress,  but  only  as  executrix  and  devisee;  and  that  her  claim 
to  dower  being  paramount  to  the  mortgage  was  not  the  subject  of 
litigation  in  that  suit;  and  that,  as  to  that  claim,  she  would  not 
have  been  a  proper  party  to  the  suit.^ 

58.  In  disposing  of  the  case  in  the  court  of  appeals,  Denio,  J., 
said:  ^'It  is  conceded  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  a  foreclosure 

1  Lewis  V.  Smith,  11  Barb.  152. 
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Boit  18  not  an  appropriate  proceeding  in  which  to  litigate  the  rights 
of  a  party  claiming  title  to*  the  mortgaged  premises  in  hostility  to 
the  mortgagor.  This  court  has  recently  determined  that  where  a 
party  setting  up  such  a  claim  is  made  a  defendant  in  a  bill  to  fore- 
close  a  mortgage,  the  decree  will  be  held  erroneous  and  will  be 
reversed,  though  made  after  a  hearing  upon  the  pleadings  and 
proofs.^  But  all  claimants  whose  title  is  derived  from  the  mortgagor 
subsequent  to  the  mortgage  are  not  only  proper  but  necessary  par* 
ties.  It  follows  that  a  party  claiming  dower  by  a  title  paramount 
to  the  mortgage  can  not  be  brought  into  court  in  such  a  suit  to 
contest  the  validity  of  her  dower ;  but  if  she  signed  the  mortgage, 
or  if  it  was  executed  prior  to  the  marriage,  she  must,  like  any  other 
party  having  a  claim  upon  the  equity  of  redemption  be  made  a 
party  to  the  bill  of  foreclosure.  The  plaintiff  was  married  to  the 
mortgagor  long  before  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  she  did 
not  join  in  it.  But  it  is  argued  that  the  owner  of  the  mortgage 
had  a  right  to  allege  that  her  title  was  not  paramount,  but  subject 
to  the  mortgage;  that  she  was  married  after  it  was  executed,  or 
signed,  or  acknowledged  it,  or  the  like;  that  the  bill  which  was 
filed  against  her,  properly  construed,  in  connection  with  the  rule 
of  the  court  on  the  subject  of  foreclosure  bills,  does  so  allege  in 
effect;  and  as  she  has  suffered  it  to  be  taken  as  confessed,  the 
decree  and  the  sale  made  under  it  has  extinguished  her  title.  .  .  • 
In  the  special  case  of  a  title  to  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  bond  fide 
controversy  as  to  priority  between  it  and  the  mortgage,  the  com- 
plainant in  the  foreclosure  bill  must  state  the  facts  upon  which 
the  question  arises,  as  he  insists  they  exist,  according  to  the  rules 
of  equity  pleading.  ...  If  he  omit  to  do  this,  it  will  be  under  the 
pain  of  being  obliged  to  show,  when  the  decree  is  relied  upon  col- 
laterally, that  the  title  alleged  to  be  foreclosed  was  in  fact  sub- 
ordinate to  the  mortgage.  ...  It  is  not  intended  to  decide  that  if 
a  party  claiming  a  title  prior  to  the  mortgage  should  be  made  a 
defendant,  and  should  answer  and  litigate  the  question,  and  should 
have  a  decree  against  him,  it  would  not  conclude  him  in  a  collateral 
action.  In  this  case  the. title  of  the  present  plaintiff  as  dowress  is 
not  alluded  to  in  the  bill.  She  is  only  spoken  of  as  the  wife  of  the 
mortgagor  incidentally,  in  repeating  the  language  of  the  will, 
where  the  testator,  calling  her  his  wife,  bequeaths  to  her  his  pro- 

1  Corning  v.  Smith,  2  Seld.  82. 
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pertj,  and  makes  her  his  ezecntrix.  As  a  devisee  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  and  an  executrix  of  the  mortgagor,  the  plaintiff  was  a 
necessary  party  to  the  bill ;  but  in  her  character  of  bis  widow, 
entitled  to  dower  by  virtue  of  her  coverture  before  the  mortgage 
was  given,  she  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  foreclosure.  Having  no 
defence  to  make  as  to  her  interest  as  devisee  of  the  equity  of 
redemption,  and  being  unable  to  resist  the  claim  to  a  decree  against 
her  for  any  ultimate  deficiency,  she  had  no  motive  for  answering 
the  bill.  It  made  no  claim  and  prayed  for  no  relief  which  she 
could  defend  against.  She  therefore  lost  nothing  in  suffering  it  to 
be  taken  as  confessed,  and  it  presents  no  impediment  to  the  recovery 
of  her  dower."^ 

59.  In  the  foregoing  case,  it  was  not  claimed  that  the  mortgage 
had  priority  over  the  right  of  dower ;  but  that  the  widow  was  barred 
generally  of  her  dower  in  all  the  estate  of  her  husband,  by  reason 
of  devises  contained  in  his  will,  which  devises,  it  was  insisted,  were 
in  lieu  of  dower.  The  court  determined  that  a  question  of  this 
nature  could  not  properly  be  litigated  in  a  suit  in  foreclosure 
founded  upon  a  mortgage  in  no  way  affecting  the  interest  of  the 
wife ;  and  that,  in  cases  where  she  is  properly  made  a  party,  it  is 
necessary,  in  order  to  conclude  her,  to  set  forth  with  reasonable 
certainty,  the  grounds  upon  which  priority  is  claimed  over  her 
right.  Instances  in  which  she  should  be  joined  as  a  defendant  are 
mentioned  in  the  opinion  quoted  above ;  as  where  the  mortgage 
was  executed  before  the  marriage ;  or  where  she  has  joined  in  its 
execution  after  the  marriage.  Other  cases  might  be  enumerated  ; 
as  where  the  mortgage  was  executed  by  the  husband  alone  for  the 
purchase-money  of  the  mortgaged  premises  ;'  or  where  the  vendor 
has  relied  upon  his  lien  and  no  mortgage  was  taken  ;^  or  where 
lands  have  been  acquired  for  partnership  uses  and  a  mortgage 
thereon  executed  by  the  partners  to  secure  a  partnership  debt  ;^  in 
all  cases  of  this  character,  the  right  of  dower  attaches,  or  subsists, 

1  Lewis  V.  Smith,  5  Seld.  602.  See  Mima  v.  Mima,  1  Humph.  426 ;  Denniston  v. 
Potts,  1 1  Smedes  k  Marsh.  36. 

«  Vol.  i.,  cb.  xii.,  H  39-46.  »  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xx.,  {  44 ;  ch.  xxv. 

*  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxvi.  And  where  a  bill  is  filed  bj  sarviving  partners,  alleging  insol- 
rencj  of  the  firm,  and  prajing  an  account  and  a  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  the  part- 
nership for  the  psyment  of  debts,  the  widow  of  a  deceased  partner  should  be  made 
a  party ;  otherwise  she  will  not  be  bound  by  the  decree,  and  may  show  that  the 
firm  was  in  fact  solvent,  and  so  entitle  herself  to  dower  against  the  purchaser. 
Collins  V,  Warren,  29  Misso.  236. 
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subject  to  the  mortgage,  or  the  lien  of  the  vendor ;  and  for  this 
reason,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  court  above,  the  widow 
is  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  a  proceeding  founded  on  the 
incumbrance ;  and  if  the  bill  be  properly  framed,  so  as  to  present 
the  facts  upon  which  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  rest,  she 
will  be  concluded  by  the  decree,  and  the  purchaser  will  take  the 
title  discharged  from  her  claim  of  dower.^ 

60.  Where  a  vendeo  mortgages  land  to  secure  the  purchase- 
money,  and  a  sale  is  afterwards  had  under  proceedings  in  fore- 
closure, his  widow  claiming  dower  is  estopped  by  the  record  from 
denying  the  validity  of  the  mortgage.' 


I  Vol.  i.,  ch.  zxiii.,  {{  24-34 ;  ch.  xzr.,  {  4 ;  ch.  zzvi. 
*  Pledger  v,  Ellerbee,  6  Rich.  L.  266. 
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Dower  not  releasable  by  parol, 

0 

1.  As  dower  is  an  interest  in  lands,  a  valid  release  of  that 
interest  can  only  be  made,  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing.  No  mere  parol  relinquishment,  however 
formal,  will  operate  to  divest  the  right.^ 

Melease  by  fine  and  recovery  in  England. 

2.  It  was  for  a  long  time  doubted  by  eminent  English  lawyers, 
whether,  before  the  death  of  the  husband,  there  were  any  means 


1  White  V.  White,  1  Harrison,  202  ;  Keeler  v.  Tatnell,  3  Zab.  62  ;  Lothrop  v.  Fos- 
ter, 51  Me.  367  ;  Worthington  v.  Middleton,  6  Dana,  300.  See  post,  {  23.  An  agree- 
ment to  release  such  right  can  not  be  proved  by  parol.  Lothrop  v.  Foster,  mpra. 
In  Indiana,  the  widow  of  a  deceased  vendee  may  release  to  the  vendor,  by  parol, 
her  dower  in  her  husband's  equity.  Malin  t>.  Coult,  4  Ind.  535.  But  in  Virginia,  the 
same  formalities  are  required  for  the  relinquishment  of  dower  in  equitable,  as  in  legal 
estates.  Conntz  v.  Geiger,  1  Gall,  190.  The  right  of  dower  may  be  barred  by  an 
award  of  arbitrators  under  a  submission  to  which  the  widow  was  a  party.  See  ante, 
ch.  ii.,  J  4'2.  Gn  an  issue  involving  the  validity  of  a  release  of  dower,  in  which  an 
insufficient  consideration  is  alleged  as  evidence  of  invalidity,  the  value  of  the  estate 
is  material.  Paries  v  Dunkle,  3  Watts  k  S.*291.  In  Vermont,  the  wife  does  not, 
by  joining  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead,  affect  her  right  to  dower 
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by  which  the  wife's  inchoate  title  of  dower  could  be  voluntarily 
extinguished.^  It  was  thought  that  as  she  had  no  right  of  action 
until  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  had  nothing  to  part  with  until 
then,  and  could  not  be  bound,  even  by  fine.'  But  eventually  it 
became  established,  that  the  title  of  dower,  although  inchoate  until 
the  death  of  the  husband,  yet  being  an  interest  attached  on  the 
lands  from  the  instant  of  the  concurrence  of  marriage  and  seizin, 
might  be  extinguished  by  those  modes  by  which  a  married  woman 
was  permitted  to  relinquish  any  other  legal  interest  in  real  estate.' 
We  are  told  that  so  long  ago  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  '^  no  question 
was  made  but  that  if  the  husband  and  wife  levy  a  fine,  the  wife  is 
barred  of  hen  dower,  for  the  intermarriage  and  seizin  are  the  fun- 
damental causes  of  dower,  and  the  death  of  the  husband  but  as  an 
execution  thereof.'*^  In  commenting  upon  the  ninth  section  of  the 
Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  Sir  E.  Sugden,  observes :-  ^^In  framing 
this  section  the  right  of  dower  is  not  scientifically  provided  for, 
but  the  intention  is  obvious,  and  the  married  woman  is  empowered 
to  extinguish  any  estate  which  she  has  in  the  lands,  and  the  word 
'estate*  is,  by  the  first  section,  extended  to  any  interest  in  lands, 
and  a  pow^r  does  appear  therefore  to  be  given  to  married  women 
and  their  husbands  to  bar  dower. *'^ 

8.  If  an  action  were  brought  against  husband  and  wife  for  the 
recovery  of  lands  wherein  the  wife  had  any  estate,  and  judgment 
was  given  against  them,  the  wife  was  barred  ;^  and  at  an  early 
period  it  seems  to  have  been  admitted,  that  a  recovery  against  bus* 
band  and  wife  of  the  husband's  lands,  should  bar  the  wife's  dower .^ 
And  a  fine  being  an  accommodation  of  a  suit,  and  a  concord  being 
deemed  to  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  a  judgment  in  a  real 
action,  it  follows,  that  a  married  woman  must  have  been  as  effectu- 
ally bound  by  a  fine,  as  by  a  judgment  in  an  adversary  suit.^ 

inlands  of  which  he  died  seized.  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  457,  {11.  As  to  the  circum- 
staoces  under  which  a  widow  will  be  estopped  in  equity  from  claiming  dower,  see 
ante,  ch.  li. 

^  There  are  two  instances  in  Madoi's  FormtdarB  Anglieanumy  (No.  148,  319,)  of 
feoflTments  which  are  eipressed  to  be  made  with  the  assent  of  the  feoffor's  wife.  And 
Mr.  Reeves,  (Hist.  Eng.  Law,  vol.  i.,  p.  i^l),  suppopes  that  the  wife's  claim  of  dower 
mipht  in  those  days  be  barred  by  such  assent,  because  feoffments  were  then  made 
publicly  in  court.    See  Bull.  Co.  Lilt.  330  b.,  n.  1 ;  Park,  Dow.  191,  note. 

*  See  Lampet's  case,  10  Go.  49.  *  Park,  Dow.  192. 

«  Lampet's  case,  10  Go.  49  b.  >  2  Sugd.  Y.  k  P.  lUh  ed.  600. 

*  2  Inst.  342.  *  ^  Piowd.  614;  Shep.  Touch.  46. 

*  See  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  121  a ,  n.  1. 
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4.  Prior  to  the  recent  statutory  changes  in  England/  it  was  the 
common  practice  for  the  husband  and  wife  to  come  in  as  vouchees; 
and  it  was  almost  universally  admitted,  that  the  voucher  of  the  wife 
would  extinguish  her  right  of  dower.  A  fine  was  uniformly  used 
for  the  purpose  of  barring  dower  except  in  cases  where  a  recovery 
was  necessary  to  discharge  the  title  from  an  existing  estate  tail.' 

5.  If  the  uses  of  a  fine  or  recovery  had  been  declared  by  the 
husband  alone  before  it  was  levied  or  suffered,  and  he  and  his  wife 
had  joined  in  the  fine  or  recovery,  her  dower  was  extinct ;  for  that 
was  the  necessary  consequence  of  her  concurring  in  those  acts, 
and  the  revival  of  her  right  to  dower  was  prevented  by  the  decla- 
ration of  the  uses,  which,  although  done  by  the  husband  alone,  was 
nevertheless  binding  upon  his  wife,  and  therefore  excluded  a  result- 
ing use  to  him,  which  would  have  entitled  her  to  dower.  The  wife, 
by  joining  in  the  fine  or  recovery,  consented  to  the  ,u8es  previously 
declared  of  it  by  her  husband ;  the  fine  or  recovery,  and  the  instru- 
ment leading  the  uses  of  it,  being  considered  as  one  and  the  same 
transaction.^ 

6.  As  a  subsequent  declaration  of  uses  by  the  husband  alone 
could,  unless  the  wife  had  dissented,  have  bound  her  even  as  to  her 
own  estate,^  it  seems  that  if  the  husband  had  by  a  subsequent  deed 
declared  the  use  of  the  fine  to  a  purchaser,  and  no  signs  appeared 
that  the  wife  at  the  time  had  dissented,  the  purchaser  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  estate  discharged  of  dower.  It  does  not,  how- 
ever, appear  that  the  point  has  ever  been  expressly  decided.^ 

7.  But  fines  and  recoveries  have  been  abolished  in  England  by 
the  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  74,  and  a  statute  deed  is  substituted  in 
their  stead.  And  the  late  Dower  Act  of  3  &;  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  105, 
has,  as  to  marriages  contracted  since  January  1,  1884,  placed  the 
right  of  dower  entirely  within  the  control  of  the  husband.* 

Release  of  dower  in  the  United  States. 

8.  By  the  custom  of  London,  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  by 
husband  and  wife,  acknowledged  before  the  lord  mayor,  or  the 

»  Post,  {  7.  »  Park,  Dow.  194 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  53ft-7. 

*  Hayerini^Cton's  ca«e,  Oweii|  6;  Beckwith's  case,  2  Rep.  67  a. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W. 
539  ;  Park,  Dow.  200. 

«  See  2  Bright,  H.  k  W.  ch.  24,  {  2. 

>  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  p.  626,  pi.  6 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  638.    See  Park,  Dow. 
197-200. 

*  Vol. !.,  Appendix. 
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recorder  and  one  alderman,  (the  wife  being  separately  examined), 
and  proclaimed  and  enrolled  in  the  Husting's  Court,  is  as  effectual 
to  bar  dower  as  a  fine  or  recovery  at  common  law.^  The  method 
of  releasing  dower  by  deed,  adopted  in  this  country  at  an  early  day, 
seems  to  have  had  its  origin  in  this  custom.' 

9.  In  Virginia,  the  mode  of  conveyance  by  fine  was  never  in 
use ;  but  following,  as  is  supposed,  the  local  custom  above  referred 
to,  it  became  usual  to  relinquish  dower  by  deed  executed  by  hus- 
band and  wife,  the  latter  acknowledging  the  conveyance  in  a  private 
examination  before  the  general  or  county  court.^  This  mode  of 
conveyance  was  afterwards  confirmed  and  adopted  by  the  colonial 
legislature.^  In  Maryland,  although  it  is  said  that  lands  were 
sometiiues  conveyed  by  fine  passed  in  the  provincial  or  county 
court,^  or  by  common  recovery,^  yet  it  would  seem  that  there  had 
been  many  instances  of  conveyances  in  the  form  of  mere  common 
contracts,  with  intention  to  bind  the  interests  of  married  women  as 
if  they  had  been  sole,  which  were  afterwards  ratified  and  con- 
firmed.^ It  appears,  also,  that  the  provincial  legislature  of  Mary- 
land at  a  very  early  period  made  provision  for  quieting  possessions 
and  establishing  the  manner  of  conveying  lands  by  deed  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded  f  and  prescribed  that  form  of  private  acknowl- 
edgment of  conveyances  of  real  estate  and  relinqnisihment  of 
dower  from  femes  coverf  which  has  been  re-enacted  and  continued 
in  force  from  that  time  forward. ^^ 

10.  Fines  have  never  been  in  use  in  Massachusetts  as  convey- 
ances of  land  ;^^  but  recoveries  were  sometimes  resorted  to  for  the 
purpose  of  barring  estates  tail,  before  the  adoption  of  the  statute 
permitting  that  to  be  done  by  deed.''     The  doctrine  has  been 

I  Hughes,  WriU  ;  Park,  Dow.  195 ;  1  Roper,  U.  &  W.  639. 
s  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Gh.  206,  229. 

*  I  Hen.  Stat.  145,  note.     See  toI.  i ,  ch.  ii.,  J  3. 

*  2  Hen.  SUt.  317 ;  5  Ibid.  410,  411 ;  12  Ibid.  155  ;  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch. 
229. 

•  HaiDinond's  Lessee  o.  Brice,  1  Har.  &  McH.  323.        •  Md.  Stat.  1766,  ch.  21. 
f  Md.  Stat.  1671,  ch.  6;  1694,  ch.  11.  »  Md.  Stat.  1663,  ch.  7. 

•  Md.  Stat.  1674,  ch.  2,  {  5 ;  1692,  ch.  30,  {  5 ;  1699,  ch.  42,  {  6.  See  vol.  i.,  ch. 
ii.,  i  21. 

^  Md.  Stat.  1715,  ch.  47  ;  Rhea  v.  Rhenner,  1  Peters,  U.  S.  R.  105;  Hammond's 
Lessee  v,  Brice,  1  Har.  k  McH.  323 ;  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch.  229. 

^1  Steams,  Real  Act.  11 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.  199,  note;  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7 
Mass.  14,  20  ;  Powell  v.  Monson,  Ac,  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  351. 

»  Steams,  Real  Act.  11. 
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established  in  Massachusetts,  however,  from  the  earliest  times,  that 
a  married  woman  may  convey  her  estate,  and  extinguish  her  dower, 
by  joiniug  her  husband  in  the  deed  of  conveyance.  When  this 
doctrine  was  first  adopted,  it  is  not  now  possible  to  ascertain  with 
entire  certainty.  By  some  of  the  ablest  lawyers  and  judges  of  that 
State,  it  has  been  resolved  into  New  England  common  law.  Judge 
Story  has  expressed  the  opinion,^  that  it  took  its  rise  from  the 
Colonial  Act  of  1641,  which  secured  to  the  wife  her  dower  unless 
barred  ^'  by  some  act  or  consent  of  such  wife,  signified  by  writing 
under  her  hand,  and  acknowledged  before  some  magistrate  or 
others,  authorized  thereunto."' 

11.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  statute  in  force  in 
New  York  providing  for  thereliiiquishment  of  dower,  until  in  1771. 
The  charter  of  the  Duke  of  York,  of  1683,  declared  ^'  that  no 
estate  of  a  feme  covert  should  be  sold  or  conveyed  but  by  deed 
acknowledged  by  her  in  some  court  of  record,  the  woman  being 
secretly  examined,  if  she  doth  it  freely,  without  threats  or  compul- 
sion of  her  husband;"'  but  it  seems  that  this  charter  was  not 
regarded  as  iii  force  after  the  revolution  of  1688.^  The  statute  of 
1771  required  a  separate  examination  and  acknowledgment  before 
an  authorized  officer,  to  pass  the  estate  of  9k  feme  covert^  Prior  to 
that  time  a  loose  and  unsettled  practice  had  prevailed  as  to  the 
mode  of  executing  and  acknowledging  deeds  of  conveyance.^  It 
seems  to  have  been  a  disputed  question  whether  the  common  law 
modes  of  relinquishing  dower  by  fine  and  recovery  were  ever  in 
use  f  but  it  is  said  that  fines  have  been  occasionally  levied  in  that 
State  for  the  purpose  of  barring  claims.^  Fines  and  recoveries  were 
abolished  by  statute  in  1880.^ 

12.  In  Pennsylvania,  at  an  early  day,  it  was  usual  for  married 

^  In  Powell  t>.  Mod.  k  Brimf.  Mao.  Go  ,  3  Mason,  347,  351.  See.  also,  Fowler  p. 
Shearer,  7  Mass.  14,  20,  21 ;  1  Wasbb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.  199,  pi.  10;  Waahb.  Jud.  Hist. 
Mass.  38;  Siearns,  Real  Act.  279. 

*  Auc.  Laws  k  Chart.  Masst^Baj,  99.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  J  6. 

*  2  Laws  N.  Y.  (1813),  App.  No.  II ,  p.  6.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  10,  and  note. 

*  Jackson  v,  Qilchrist,  16  John.  89,  112. 

ft  2  Van  Schaack,  611 ;  3  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  App.  22. 

*  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  16  John.  89,  114;  Jackson  v.  Schoonmaker,  2  John.  234. 
See,  also,  the  preamble  to  the  Act  of  1771. 

^  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  15  John.*89,  109. 

*  4  Kent,  497 ;  1  Waahb.  R.  P.  2d  ed.  71,  note.  See  McGregor  v.  Gomslock,  17 
N.  Y.  1 62. 

*  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  343,  {  24. 


CH.    XII.]  RBLBA8E  OF  BOWBR.  271 

women  to  dispose  of  their  lands  or  to  relinqaish  their  dower  by  a 
common  deed  or  instrument  of  writing  executed  and  authenticated 
as  if  they  had  been  sole,  without  an  acknowledgment  or  separate 
examination ;  and  as  title  to  many  valuable  estates  depended  upon 
conveyances  executed  in  this  form,  they  were  generally  sustained 
by  the  courts  ;^  but  in  1770  an  Act  was  passed,  providing  for  the 
execution  and  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by  husband  and  wife,  and 
rendering  a  separate  examination  of  the  wife  by  the  officer  taking 
the  acknowledgment,  essential  to  their  validity.^  The  interests  of 
the  wife  were  guarded  in  a  similar  manner  in  East  Jersey  as  early 
as  in  1682.^  In  Rhode  Island,  there  seems  to  have  been  no  mode 
provided,  prior  to  1798,  for  the  relinquishment  of  dower.  It  was 
customary,  however,  antecedently  to  that  date,  for  t;be  wife  to  join 
her  husband  in  the  execution  of  his  deed,  and  conveyances  bo  made 
were  sustained  by  the  courts.^ 

13.  The  mode  of  relinquishing  dower  by  deed  thus  introduced  by 
the  colonists,  has  been  generally  adopted  in  the  United  States.  The 
instances  in  which  a  fine  or  recovery  has  been  resorted  to  for  that 
purpose  are  extremely  rare  and  of  very  ancient  date.^ 

The  husband  and  wife  must  join  in  the  execution  of  the  deed* 

14.  The  rule,  as  established  in  many  of  the  States,  requires  the 
husband  and  wife  to  unite  in  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  which  it 
is  sought  to  divest  her  estate ;  a  release,  or  conveyance  executed 
during  coverture  by  the  wife,  in  which  the  husband  does  not  join, 
is,  as  a  general  rule,  ineffectual  to  bar  her  dower. 

15.  In  Fowler  v.  Shearer,^  Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  in  discussing  this 

^  DaTey  9.  Turaer,  1  DaU.  11  ;  Lloyd  v,  Taylor,  Ibid.  17;  Watson  v.  BaUey,  1 
Binn.  470  ;  Kirk  o.  Dean,  2  Binn.  341;    Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Gh.  229. 

>  Act  24  Feb.,  1770,  {  2;  Purdon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  311,  {  12.  Fine  or  recovery 
may  be  resorted  to  in  Pennsylvania  for  the  purpose  of  barring  estates  tail.  Purdon's 
'  Dig.  by  Brightly,  421,  {  1.    See,  also,  p.  410,  {  7  ;  4  Kent,  497. 

*  Field's  PruT.  Courts  of  N.  J.  206.  See  vol.  ii,  ch.  ii.,  }  9.  See,  also,  Act  of 
Dec.  2,  1743,  Allinson,  132.  In  Moore  o.  Rake,  2  Dutch.  674,  578,  it  is  said  by  the 
chancellor,  that  previous  to  the  enactment  of  1743,  *'  a/em€  covert  could  not  make  a 
valid  conveyance  of  her  interest  In  land  in  the  then  colony  of  New  Jersey."  Fines 
were  abolished  in  New  Jersey  in  1799.  Elmer's  Dig.  90.  See  Blchman  v.  Lippin- 
coU,  8  Amer.  Law  Reg.  369,  371. 

*  Manchester  o.  Hough,  5  Mason,  67.  * 

*  See  Durani  v.  Ritchie,  4  Mason,  64 ;  Manchester  v.  Hough,  5  Mason,  67,  69  ; 
Allwny  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bay,  4  Comst.  9. 

^  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14. 
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subject,  remarked :  "  The  nsual  mode  by  which  a  wife  is  joined,  is 
bj  introducing  her  in  the  close  of  the  deed  as  expressly  relinquish- 
ing all  claim  to  dower  in  the  premises  sold,  and  bj  her  executing 
the  deed  with  her  husband*  And  it  has  been  sometimes  done  bj 
her  separate  deed,  subsequent  to  her  husband's  sale,  in  which  the 
sale  is  recited  as  a  consideration  on  which  she  relinquishes  her 
claim  to  dower.  The  deed  of  a  feme  covert  thus  executed  to  bar 
her  claim  to  dower  is  not  voidable,  but  will  bind  her  as  to  such 
claim."  The  question  afterwards  came  before  Story,  J.,  and  it 
was  expressly  held  by  him  that  ^'a  release  of  dower,  executed  by 
the  wife  alone,  long  after  the  conveyance  of  the  land  by  her  hus- 
band, and  for  a  new  consideration,  is  not,  in  Massachusetts,  an 
extinguishment  of  the  dower."^  In  commenting  upon  the  conclud- 
ing paragraph  quoted  above  from  the  opinion  of  Ch.  J.  Parsons, 
the  learned  judge  said:  ''It  is  this  sentence  which  creates  the  whole 
difficulty  in  the  argument  at  the  bar.  If  it  means  that  it  may  be 
done  by  a  separate  deed  of  the  wife,  executed  after  the  deed  of 
her  husband,  but  on  the  same  day,  or  a«  a  fart  of  the  same  trans- 
action^ then  there  is  no  difficulty  in  reconciling  it  with  the  language 
of  the  statute,  for  the  wife  may  be  truly  said  to  join  in  the  sale, 
when  she  is  a  party  to  it  at  the  time  when  it  is  made,  whether  she 
join  in  her  husband's  deed  or  execute  a  separate  deed.  And  the 
words  of  the  learned  judge  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  construc- 
tion. Although  he  speaks  of  a  separate  deed  of  the  wife,  subsequent 
to  the  sale  by  her  husband,  this  may  well  be  limited  to  mean  that 
the  husband's  act  of  sale  must  have  a  legal  priority  to  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  statute.  And  the  words  '  in  which  the  sale  is  recited 
as  a  consideration'  favor  the  notion  that  the  learned  judge  had  in 
view  such  cases  only  in  which  the  sale  was  the  moving  considera- 
tion, and  the  act  was  part  of  the  res  gestm  in  the  contemplation  of 
all  parties."  Shortly  afterwards  it  was  held  by  the  same  judge, 
that  a  separate  release  by  the  wife,  written  upon  the  deed  of  the» 
husband  several  months  tfter  it  had  been  executed  by  him,  did  not 
bar  her  dower.* 

16.  The  decisions  by  Judge  Story,  above  cited,  were  made  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  one  in  1824,  and  the  other 
in  1826.     In  1829,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  the 


^  Powell  V.  MonsoDi  Ac,  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347. 
s  Hall  v.  Savage,  4  Mason,  273. 
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doctrine  of  Fowler  v.  Shearer  appears  to  hare  been  affirmed.  "To 
render  the  transfer  of  an  estate  effectual  and  complete,"  said  Wilde, 
J.9  ^^it  is  not  essential  that  the  sale  by  the  husband,  and  the  relin- 
quishment of  dower  bj  the  wife,  should  be  made  by  the  same  deed 
or  at  the  same  time,  although  this  is  the  usual  mode  of  convey- 
ancing. But  if  after  a  sale  by  the  husband,  or  after  his  estate  has 
been  taken  on  execution,  the  wife  will  voluntarily  relinquish  her 
claim  to  dower  by  a  separate  deed,  it  will  effectually  bar  her 
dower. "^  In  a  more  recent  case,  however,  the  rule  laid  down  by 
Judge  Story  was  followed ;  and,  referring  to  the  remarks  of  Wildd, 
J.,  cited  above,  the  court  said:  "If  by  the  wife's  *  separate  deed 
subsequent  to  her  husband*s  sale,'  be  meant  a  separate  deed  exe- 
cuted by  him  and  her  jointly,  in  which  she  relinquishes  her  claim 
to  dower  in  the  land  conveyed  by  him  alone  in  the  first  deed,  or 
taken  on  execution  against  him,  then  we  do  not  dotibt  that,  under 
the  statutes  of  Wm.  III.  and  1783,  dower  might  be  barred  by  such 
deed.  It  was  so  decided  in  Stearns  v.  Swift  above  cited,  before 
the  revised  statutes  were  passed,  and  is  expressly  so  provided  by 
those  statutes,  c.  60,  §  7.^  But  if  by  the  wife's  *  separate  deed' 
be  meant  a  deed  by  her  alone,  relinquishing  dower  in  land  previ- 
ously conveyed  by  her  husband  alone,  we  are  of  opinion  that  such 
deed  was  not  a  bar  to  dower  under  the  statutes  first  mentioned. 
So  it  was  decided  in  Powell  v.  Monson  k  Brimfield  Manufacturing 
Co.,*  and  in  Shaw  v.  Russ,*  for  reasons  which  we  deem  conclusive 
and  to  which  we  refer  without  repeating  them.  And  the  Revised 
Statutes,  c.  70,  §  7,  by  necessary  implication,  prevent  such  a  deed 
from  being  a  bar  since  1836."^ 


1  Stearns  v.  Swift,  8  Pick.  532,  536. 

s  See  Stearns,  Real  Act.  289,  290.  >  Ante,  |  15. 

*  Sbaw  V.  Russ,  14  Maine  (2  Sbepl.),  432 ;  post,  {  17. 

*  Page  V.  Page,  6  Gush  196.  And  see  Richards  v.  Gbace,  2  Gray,  383 ;  Greenongh 
r.  Turner,  11  Gray,  332.  Section  1  of  ch.  60  of  th#  Rev.  Stat,  of  1836,  provides 
th&t  **a  married  woman  may  bar  ber  rigbt  of  dower  in  any  estate  conveyed  by  ber 
bosband,  by  joining  wicb  bim  in  tbe  deed  convej^ing  tbe  same,  and  therein  releas- 
ing her  claim  to  dower;  or  by  releasing  the  same  by  a  subsequent  deed  executed 
joinily  with  her  husband."  But  in  the  General  Statutes  of  1860,  this  language  is 
materially  changed.  Section  8,  ch.  90,  enacts  that  a  married  woman  may  bar  her 
rigbt  of  dower  *'  by  joining  in  the  deed  conveying  the  same,  and  therein  releasing 
her  right  to  dower;  or  by  releasing  the  same  by  a  subsequent  deed  executed  eepa^ 
raieiy,  or  jointly  with  her  husband." 

VOL.   II.  18 
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17.  The  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Story  has  been  followed  in 
Maine.     In  the  case  of  Shaw  v.  Russ/  a  separate  release  had  been 
executed  by  the  wife  several  months  after  her  husband  had  con- 
veyed his  estate,  and  it  was  held  that  her  dower  was  not  barred 
thereby.      The  opinion  of  Chief  Justice   Parsons  in  Fowler  v. 
Shearer,*  was  adverted  to  in  these  terms:  "He  points  out  the 
modes  in  which  the  deed  of  the  wife,  joining  with  her  husband, 
may  be  effectual  for  the  relinquishment  of  dower.     This  he  says 
may  be  done  by  uniting  in  the  original  conveyance,  or  subsequently 
by  her  separate  deed.     It  may  deserve  consideration  whether,  by 
her  separate  deed,  he  is  to  be  understood  to  mean  anything  more 
than  an  instrument  separate  and  distinct  from  the  original  convey- 
ance, without  repeating  that  she  thus  joined  with  her  husband  in 
executing  such  separate  deed;   as  he  was  professedly  stating  in 
what  manner  the  joining  with  her  husband,  authorized  by  statute, 
was  executed.     The  dictum^  in  the  connection  in  which  it  stands, 
is  not  altogether  free  from  obscurity.     But  if  by  her  separate  deed 
he  means  an  instrument  in  which  her  husband  does  not  join,  which, 
but  for  what  precedes,  may  be  the  more  obvious  construction,  it 
does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  warranted  by  the  provincial  statute  to 
which  he  adverts,  or  by  that  of  the  commonwealth,  which  is  sub- 
stantially to  the  same  effect."     So  where  the  husband  mortgaged 
his  estate,  his  wife  not  joining,  and  several  weeks  afterwards  she 
executed  upon  the  back  of  the  mortgage  an  instrument  under  her 
hand  and  seal,  relinquishing  to  the  mortgagee  her  right  of  dower, 
reciting  therein  that  the  relinquishment  was  made  with  the  consent 
of  her  husband,  as  testified  by  his  being  a  party  thereunto,  and 
upon  the  same  consideration,  but  the  husband  did  not  unite  with 
her  in  the  execution  of  that  instrument,  it  was  held  that  it  consti- 
tuted no  bar  to  her  claim  of  dower.'     The  Revised  Statutes  of 
1857  provide  that  a  married  woman  may  bar  her  dower  in  an  estate 
conveyed  by  her  husband,  by  joining  in  the  same  deed,  or  in  a  sub- 
sequent deed;  and  by  her  sole  deed  when  her  husband  is  under 
guardianship/ 


1  Shaw  V,  Rnss,  14  Maine  (2  Sbepl),  432.  *  See  ante,  {15. 

«  French  v,  Peters,  33  Maine,  396.     See  Rowe  v.  HamUion,  3  Greenl.  63 ;  Rer. 
Stat  Maine  (1840-41),  ch.  95,  {  9. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Maine  (1857),  ch.  103,  {  8. 
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18.  In  New  Jersey,^  Illinois,*  Indiana,*  Ohio,*  Arkansas,*  Ken- 
tucky,* South  Carolina,^  Virginia,®  and  Delaware,®  the  rule  is  the 
same.  In  Kentucky,  it  has  been  held  that  the  separate  deed  of 
the  wife  is  invalid  although  the  husband  be  absent  in  another  State.** 
By  the  present  statute  of  that  State  the  wife  may  relinquish  her 
dower  by  a  separate  instrument  where  her  husband  has  previously 
conveyed  the  estate.*^  And  in  Illinois  the  husband  must  join 
although  the  release  be  of  dower  in  the  lands  of  a  former  hu8b«nd." 
Numerous  decisions  to  the  same  effect  have  been  made  in  Pennsyl- 
vania; and  it  is  held  in  that  State  that  the  Act  of  1848  has  not 
changed  the  law  in  this  respect.^ 

19.  In  Rhode  Island,  the  wife  may  relinquish  her  dower  by 
uniting  with  her  husband  in  the  conveyance  ;  or  by  a  subsequent 
deed  executed  jointly  with  him ;  or  by  joining  in  a  deed  by  his 
guardian.**  Where  the  estate  of  her  husband  has  been  already  con- 
veyed, she  may  bar  her  right  by  a  deed  executed  by  her  in  presence 
of  two  witnesses,  and  duly  acknowledged."     In  Michigan,  any  mar- 

1  Dodge  V.  Aycrigg,  1  Beasl.  Ch.  82 ;  Moore  v.  Rake,  2  Dutch.  576. 

>  2  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  961,  2  15 ;  p.  962,  {  21 ;  Osboro  v,  Horine,  19  111.  124. 

*  Scott  V.  Pnrcell,  7  Blackf.  66;  Davis  v.  Bartholomew,  3  Ind.  485. 

*  1  Rer.  Stat.  Ohio,  by  Swan  k  Critcbf.,  p.  461,  J  2.  See  Hinde  v,  Longworth, 
U  Wheat  199;  6  Gond.  U.  S.  270;  Williams  v.  Robson,  6  Ohio  Sc.  510;  NeweU  o. 
Anderson,  7  Ohio  St.  12. 

B  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  265,  {  11 ;  Elliott  v,  Pearce,  20  Ark.  508 ;  Witter  v,  Biscoe, 
13  Ark.  (8  Rng  ),  422. 

*  Ashbj  V.  Woolfolk,  3  Met.  (Ky.),  540;  Kay  v.  Jones,  7  J.  J.  Marsh. '38;  Moore 
V.  Tisdale,  5  B  Mon.  352.  To  pass  the  title  or  dower  right  of  &/eme  covert  in  land, 
the  deed  must  be  sealed  and  delivered  by  her  as  well  as  by  her  husband ;  a  certifi- 
cate of  her  acknowledgment  on  the  husband's  deed,  which  she  has  not  in  fact  exe- 
cuted, is  of  no  avail.  Brown  v.  Siarke,  3  Dana,  316.  See  Worihington  v.  Middle- 
ton,  6  Dana,  300;  Applegate  v.  Gracy,  9  Dana,  215. 

»  1  Brev.  Dig.,  p.  269,  {  5,  (Act  of  1731) ;  2  Ibid.,  p.  349,  {  22,  (Act  of  1785). 

>  Va.  Code,  1849,  p.  513,  {  4;  Sexton  v.  Pickering,  3  Rand.  468.  On  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  of  an  insane  or  infant  husband,  under  a  decree  of  the  court,  the  wife 
may  join  in  the  conveyance,  and  thereby  release  her  dower  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  bad  joined  with  her  husband.     Va  Code,  1849,  p.  536,  {  9. 

*  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  267,  2  4;  Harris  v.  Burton,  4  Barring.  66. 
i«  Moore  o.  Tisdale.  5  B.  Mon.  352. 

u  1  Ky.  Rev.  Stat,  by  Stanton,  p.  281,  {{  20,  21. 

u  Osbom  V  Horine,  19  111.  124. 

M  Willing  V.  Peters,  7  Barr,  287  ;  Peck  v.  Ward,  6  Harris,  506 ;  Ulp  v.  Campbell, 
7  Harris,  361 ;  Thorndell  «.  Morrison,  I  Casey,  326;  Stoops  9,  Blackford,  3  Casey, 
213;  Trimmer  9.  Heagy.  4  Harris,  484;  Richards  v.  McClelland,  6  Casey,  385; 
Johnson  «.  Frits,  9  Wright,  449. 

i«  Rev.  Sut.  R.  1. 1867,  p.  317,  {  10.  »  ibid. 
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ried  woman  residing  in  the  State  may  release  her  dower  by  joining 
with  her  husband  in  the  deed,  or  with  his  guardian,  if  he  be  under 
age.*  The  law  is  the  same  in  Wisconsin,*  Minnesota,*  and  Oregon.* 
In  Alabama,  husband  and  wife  are  required  to  unite  in  the  con- 
veyance ;*  but  where  the  deed  of  the  husband  has  been  recorded 
without  the  relinquishment  of  the  wife,  she  mny  make  a  separate 
release  of  her  dower.*  In  Florida,  the  wife  may  relinquish  by 
making  herself  a  party  to  the  deed  of  her  husband,  or  by  a  separate 
release  under  her  hand  and  seal.^  And  by  the  present  statute  of 
Maryland,  the  wife  may  relinquish  her  dower  by  joining  with  her 
husband,  or  by  her  separate  deed.®  In  New  Hanapshire,  a  wife  may 
relinquish  her  dower  by  a  separate  deed  executed  without  the  con- 
currence of  her  husband.  Thus,  where  the  husband  conveyed  a 
tract  of  land,  and  several  years  afterwards,  and  during  the  cover- 
ture, the  wife,  by  a  separate  deed  released  her  inchoate  right,  it 
was  held  that  she  was  estopped  from  claiming  dower  after  the  death 
of  her  husband.^  In  another  case,  the  court  said  that  where  the 
assent  of  the  husband  '^is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  her  con- 
veyance, as  in  the  case  of  dower,  she  may  alone,  and  in  a  separate 
deed,  and  at  a  separate  time,  convey  her  right  of  dower."*® 

20.  It  is  not  necessary  in  the  States  where  the  husband  and  wife 
are  required  to  join  in  the  deed,  that  the  wife  should  execute  the 
conveyance  simultaneously  with  her  husband,  nor  upon  the  same 
day.  It  is  suflScient  if  it  be  executed  by  her  before  it  is  delivered, 
although  after  it  has  been  executed  and  acknowledged  by  her  hus- 
band.** Where  a  deed  was  executed  and  recorded  as  to  the  husband, 

I  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  852,  J  13;  p.  963,  {  14.  As  to  the  convejance  bj  tbe 
wife  of  her  separate  estate,  see  2  Comp.  Laws,  p.  966  ;  People  v.  HortoDi  4  Mich. 
77  ;  Farr  v.  Sherman,  11  Mich.  33 ;  Watson  v.  Thurber,  ibid.  457  ;  Brown  v.  Fifield, 
4  Mich.  322  ;  Starkweather  v.  Smith,  6  Mich.  377. 

«  Rev.  Suit.  Wis   1858,  p.  547,  {  13.  »  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  {  13, 

*  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  §  13.  *  Clay's  Dig.  p.  174,  §J  10,  11. 

•  Ibid.  p.  155,  2  28.  7  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  178. 

B  I  Md.  Code,  p.  327,  {11.  Tbe  rnle  was  formerlj  otherwise.  See  Rhea  v.  Rhennefi 
1  Peters,  U.  S.  R.  105  ;  Lawrence  v.  Heister,  3  Bar.  &  J.  371. 

»  Shepherd  v.  Howard,  2  N.  H.  507. 

w  Gordon  v.  Haywood,  2  N.  H.  402,  405.  See,  also,  Ela  v.  Card,  2  N.  H.  175.  It 
was  held  in  Dow  v.  Jewell,  18  N.  H.  340,  that  tbe  deed  of  a  married  woman  to  which 
her  husband  is  not  a  party,  of  land  not  held  as  her  separate  property,  is  invalid. 

II  Frost  v.  Deering,  21  Maine,  (8  Sbepl.)  156;  Montgomery  v.  Hobson,  Meigs, 
(Tenn.)  437;  Williams  v.  Robson,  6  Ohio  St.  510;  Newell  v.  Anderson,  7  Ohio 
St.  12  ;  Ford  v,  Gregory,  10  B.  Mon.  175  ;  Langhorne  v,  Hobson,  4  Leigh,  224. 
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and  before  it  was  delivered  a  commission  for  the  privy  examination 
of  the  wife  was  idbued  and  executed,  and  the  commission  and  privy 
examination  were  then  recorded,  it  was  held  that  the  deed  was 
thereby  perfected  as  to  the  wife,  although  it  did  not  appear  that 
she  had  signed  and  sealed  it  at  the  time  it  was  recorded  as  to  the 
husband.^  So  where  husband  and  wife  jointly  executed  and 
acknowledged,  in  1815,  a  deed  for  lands  of  the  wife ;  and  in  1829, 
the  coverture  still  subsisting,  the  wife  separately,  and  upon  a  proper 
examination,  again  acknowledged  the  deed  before  a  different  officer, 
both  certificates  being  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  with  the  deed,  it 
was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  to  cure  a  defect  in  the  first  acknowl- 
edgment.' In  a  case  from  Alabama,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  a  mortgage  had  been  executed  by  the  husband, 
his  own  name  only  being  used  in  the  body  of  the  instrument ;  but  it 
was  also  signed  by  the  wife,  who  at  the  same  time  executed  upon 
the  same  paper  a  separate  release  of  her  dower,  and  joined  with  her 
husband  in  the  acknowledgment.  The  court  held  that  from  an 
inspection  of  the  whole  instrument,  it  was  apparent  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was  to  consider  the  whole  paper  as  one  assurance, 
and  therefore  that  it  was  efiectual  to  bar  the  wife's  dower.^ 

21.  Whether  a  deed  executed  by  a  married  woman  in  conjunction 
with  the  attorney  in  fact  of  her  husband,  is  valid  and  obligatory 
npon  her,  is  a  question  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  often 
before  the  courts.  In  an  early  Massachusetts  case,  Chief  Justice 
Parsons,  remarked,  that  the  consent  of  the  husband  to  a  conveyance 
by  the  wife,  "  must  be  manifested  by  his  joining  in  the  deed,  either 
personally  or  by  attorney  ;'**  and  in  Ohio,  it  has  been  held,  that  a 
deed  so  executed  will  divest  the  wife's  dower.^  In  Mississippi,  it 
has  been  determined,  that  a  power  of  attorney  by  the  husband, 
authorizing  an  agent  to  sell  and  convey  hi8  land,  does  not  authorize 
the  agent  to  join  with  the  wife  in  a  conveyance  of  her  realty ;  and 
a  deed  made  jointly  by  such  agent  and  the  wife,  is  a  nullity  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  land  belonging  to  her.^ 

22.  In  some  of  the  States  statutes  have  been  passed  making 


^  Langhorne  v.  Hobson,  4  Leigh ,  224. 

*  Newell  V.  ADdereoa,  7  Ohio  St.  12.  See  Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  John.  110  ;  Doe 
V.  Howland,  8  Cow.  277. 

*  DuDdas  o.  Hitchcock,  12  How.  U.  S.  R.  256. 

*  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14,  21.  »  Glenn  v.  Bk.  U.  S.,  8  Ohio,  72. 

*  Toalmin  v,  Heidelberg,  32  Missis  268.     See  Dawson  v.  Shirley,  6  Blackf.  531. 
In  Hassachasetts,  the  wife  of  a  man  tinder  guardianship,  may  join  with  the  guardian 
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important  innoyations  upon  the  rules  of  the  common  law  relative  to 
the  powers  of  married  women ;  and  the  question  has  been  much 
discussed,  whether  these  statutes  do  not  enable  a  married  woman  to 
convey  her  separate  estate,  or  relinquish  her  inchoate  dower, 
independently  of  any  action  on  the  part  of  her  husband.^  In  Penn- 
sylvania, as  we  have  seen,  it  is  held  that  the  common  law  rule  is 
not  changed.'  In  New  York,  the  decisions  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
legislation  in  that  State  in  favor  of  married  women,  have  been  con- 
flicting, and  the  questions  arising  thereunder  are  not  yet  fully  set- 
tled.^ But  it  seems  that  in  Wisconsin,^  lowa,^  and  Kansas,*  the 
concurrence  of  the  husband  is  not  necessary  to  a  valid  release  of 
dower/ 

Whether  the  wife  may  release  dower  hy  attorney. 

23.  It  has  been  held  in  Delaware^  and  Vermont,*  that  a  married 
woman  can  not  execute  a  valid  power  of  attorney  to  convey  lands 
even  in  connection  with  her  husband.  It  was  decided  in  Virginia, 
that  the  provisions  of  the  revised  code^®  do  not  embrace  powers  of 
attorney,  nor  authorize  two  justices  to  take  and  certify  the  privy 
examination  of  the  wife  as  to  her  execution  thereof;  but  that  a 
deed  of  husband  and  wife,  executed  under  a  power  of  attorney,  is 
valid  as  to  the  husband,  though  void  as  to  the  wife."  In  Indiana, 
prior  to  the  revised  statutes  of  1852,  a  married  woman  could  not 
acknowledge  a  deed  by  attorney ;  the  courts  holding  that  that  mode 

in  a  conveyance  of  her  hasband's  lands  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  her  dower.  Gen. 
Stat.  Mass.  p.  539,  J  11.  Like  provisions  are  in  force  in  other  States.  Ante,  W  IS, 
19.  In  OhiOf  provision  is  also  made  for  the  release  of  dower  upon  a  sale  by  order 
of  court,  of  the  real  estate  of  a  husband  who  is  insane.  59  Ohio  Laws,  55.  So  in 
Virginia.  Va.  Rev.  Code,  1849,  p.  536,  {  9. 
^  See  post,  }  45. 

*  Ante,  2  18.     See  note  to  Emerson  v.  Clayton,  3  Amer.  Law  Reg.  N.  S.  530,  533. 

*  See  Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bay,  4  Barb.  407  ;  Cruger  v,  Cruger,  5  Barb.  225 
Graham  v.  Van  Wyck,  14  Barb.  531  ;  Voorhees  v.  Presb.  Church,  17  Barb.  104 
Smith  V.  Colvin,  Ibid.  157;  Dickerraan  v.  Abrahams,  21  Barb.  551  ;  Simmons  v 
McElwain,  26  Barb.  419;  Winans  v.  Peebles,  31  Barb.  371 ;  8.  o.  32  N.  Y.  423 
White  V.  Wager,  32  Barb.  250  ;  B.  c.  25  N.  Y.  328  ;  Crain  v.  Cavana,  36  Barb.  410 
Porter  v.  Mount,  41  Barb.  561 ;  Kolls  v.  De  Leyer,  Ibid.  208 ;  Wallace  v.  Basselt, 
Ibid.  92  ;  Goss  v.  Cahill,  42  Barb.  310  ;  Gillet  v.  Stanley,  1  Hill,  121. 

«  See  Rev.  Stat.  Wis  1858,  p.  539,  {  12  ;  Dodge  v.  Silverthorn,  12  Wis.  644. 
&  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  Iowa,  46.     See  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  {  2255. 

*  Corop.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  354,  {9.  *  See,  also,  ante,  2  I^* 

*  Lewis  V.  Coze,  5  Barring.  401. 

*  Sumner  v.  Conant,  10  Verm.  9.     See  Earle  «.  Earle,  1  Spence,  347. 

»  1  Rev.  Code,  ch.  99,  {15.  »  Shanks  v.  Lancaster,  5  Gratt  110. 
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• 

of  acknowledgment  did  not  admit  of  her  examination  by  the  ofBcer 
taking  it  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  law  then  in  force  ;^  but 
they  did  not  decide  that  she  could  not,  jointly  with  her  husband, 
appoint  an  attorney  to  execute  a  deed  in  her  name ;'  and  now,  by 
statute,  it  is  expressly  provided  that  she  may  exercise  this  power.' 
In  Massachusetts,^  New  York,^  Pennsylvania,^  Rhode  Island,^  Ohio,^ 
Iowa,*  Minnesota,^®  and  other  States,  the  power  to  convey  hy  attor- 
ney is  also  conferred."  In  Kentucky,  non-resident  married  women 
may  convey  by  attorney;  but  this  privilege  is  not  extended  to 
residents.^' 

24.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  wife  should  sign  in  person,  the 
deed  releasing  her  dower.  It  is  settled  that  a  deed  is  well  executed 
if  the  name  of  the  grantor  be  put  to  it  by  his  direction  and  in  his 
presence,  by  the  hand  of  another  person  ;^'  and  a  deed  executed 
by  the  wife  in  this  manner,  is  sufficient  to  pass  her  dower.^^  So  it 
is  as  competent  for  her  to  have  her  name^placed  to  the  deed  by  her 
husband,  by  her  direction,  if  it  be  done  in  her  presence,  as  by  any 
other  person.^* 

The  release  mtist  be  under  seal. 

25.  In  most  of  the  States  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  release 
of  dower,  that  it  be  under  seal.  An  unsealed  instrument,  although 
conforming  to  the  law  in  all  other  respects,  will  not  bar  the  right 

1  Dawson  v.  Sbirlej,  6  Blackf.  531.  >  Ibid.  p.  532. 

s  I  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  (1852),  p.  237,  i  27. 

*  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  89,  2  29.     See  Roartj  v.  Mitchell,  7  Gray,  243. 

•  Willard,  Real  ^st.  269. 

*  Pardon's  Dig.  bj  Brightly,  p.  312,  {  12,  and  note  (e)  ;  Fulweiler  v.  Baugher,  15 
S.kR  45. 

1  Rev.  Stat  R.  T.  1857,  p.  317,  2  9. 

s  1  Swan  A  Critchf.  p.  464,  {  3.     See  Bocock  v.  Parey,  8  Ohio  St.  270. 

•  Wilkinson  v.  Getty,  13  Iowa,  157  ;  Gridley  v  Westbrook,  23  How.  U.  S.  503.  If 
the  attorney  sign  the  name  of  the  husband  only,  the  wife  is  not  barred.  Wilkinson 
V.  Getty,  Mupra 

10  Sut.  Minn.  1858,  p.  402,  {{  43,  44.  ^^  See  Koch  v,  Briggs,  14  Gal.  262. 

»  1  Re?.  Stat.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  285.  In  Kentucky,  a  married  woman  could  not 
conyey  by  attorney  prior  to  1812.    Steele  v.  Lewis,  1  Mon.  48. 

^  Sbep.  Tonch.  57  ;  Ball  v.  Dunaterville,  4  T.  R.  313;  King  v,  Longnor,  1  Nev. 
k  Man.  57ff;  Gardner  v,  Gardner,  5  Gush.  483  ;  Wood  v.  Goodridge,  6  Gush.  117, 
121  ;  Bums  r.Ljnde,  6  Allen,  309,  310 ;  Irvin  v  Thompson,  4  Bibb,  295  ;  2  Washb. 
R.  P.  2d  ed.  601,  pi.  15.     Ctrntra,  Wallace  v.  McGollough,  1  Rich.  fiq.  426. 

i«  Frost  V.  Peering,  21  Maine,  (8  Shepl.)  156. 

u  Ibid.     Contra  in  Gonnecticat.    Linsley  v.  Brown,  13  Gonn.  192. 
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of  the  wife.^     But  where  two  married  women  join  in  the  execution 
of  a  deed,  both  may  use  the  same  seal.' 

26.  In  Kentucky,' Alabama/ and  Iowa/ it  is  provided  by  statute 
that  real  estate  may  be  conveyed  by  an  instrument  not  under  seal. 
In  these  States,  therefore,  a  release  of  dower  is  valid  although  no 
seal  is  attached.  But  in  Iowa,  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  without 
a  seal,  executed  prior  to  the  code  of  1851,  is  not  valid  as  a  deed, 
although  recorded  after  that  act,  which  rendered  a  seal  unnecessary, 
went  into  effect.^ 

The  deed  must  contain  words  of  release  or  grant 

27.  The  wife,  to  bar  her  dower,  must  not  only  join  with  her 
husband  in  the  execution  of  a  deed  of  his  estate,  but  the  convey- 
ance must  contain  words  constituting  a  release  or  grant  of  her  right 
"The  usual  mode  by  which  a  wife  is  joined,"  says  Ch.  J.  Parsons,' 
"is  by  introducing  her  in  the  close  of  the  deed,  as  expressly  re- 
linquishing all  claim  to  dower  in  the  premises  sold."  "The  deed," 
says  Story,  J.,®  "must  contain  apt  words  to  make  her  a  grantor; 
otherwise  the  deed  conveys  only  the  right  of  the  husband."* 

28.  It  has  been  several  tiroes  decided,  that  the  mere  signing  and 
sealing  of  the  deed  by  the  wife,  is  ineifectual  to  divest  her  right. ^' 
Nor  will  the  insertion  of  her  name  in  the  introductory  clause  des- 
cribing the  parties,  or  in  the  concluding  part  of  the  deed,  unaccom- 
panied by  a  statement  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  she  joins  in  the 
execution,  or  any  reference  to  her  contingent  interest,  make  any 
difference."     So,  if  it  be  expressed  that  she  joins,  "in  token  of  her 


I  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine,  343  ;  Sargent  v.  Roberts,  34  Maine,  135  ;  Giles 
V.  Moore,  4  Gray,  600;  Walsh  v.  Kelly,  34  Pa.  St.  84;  Brown  v.  Starke,  3  Dana, 
316.     See  Fowler  v  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14  ;  Foster  v.  Dennison,  9  Ohio,  121. 

*  Talker  v.  Bartlett,  5  Gush.  359.     *  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ry.,  by  Stanton,  ch.  24,  {  1. 

*  Ala.  Code,  1852,  J  2198 ;.  Clay's  Dig.  158,  J  4 ;  Shelton  v.  Armor,  13  Ala.  647. 
fi  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.   1860,  p.  323,  J   1823 ;  Pierson  v,  Armstrong,  1  Clarke 

(Iowa),  282. 

<  Switzer  v.  Knflpps,  10  Iowa,  72.  ^  In  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14,  20. 

>  In  Powell  V.  Monson,  &c.,  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  349 ;  and  in  Hall  v.  Savage, 
4  Mason,  273,  275.     See.  also,  the  remarks  of  Wilde,  J.,  quoted  post,  {  29. 

*  See  4  Kent,  59  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed  20u,  pi.  12  ;  Stearns,  Real  Act.  289. 

10  Catlin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218  ;  Lafkin  v.  Curtis,  13  Mass.  223 ;  Powell  v.  Monson, 
&c.,  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347 ;  Hall  v.  Savage,  4  Mason,  273 ;  Cox  v.  Wells,  7  Biackf. 
410  ;  Davis  v.  Bartholomew,  3  Ind.  485;  McFurland  v.  Febiger,  7  Ohio,  194  ;  Lothrop 
V.  Foster,  51  Maine,  367. 

II  Lufkin  V.  Curtis,  13  Mass.  223  ;  McFarland  r.  Febiger,  7  Ohio,  194;  Carter  v. 
Goodin,  3  Ohio  St.  75,  78  ;  Agricultural  Bk.  v.  Rice,  4  How.  U.  S.  R.  225. 
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assent  thereto;"^  or,  "in  token  of  her  free  consent;"*  or,  that  she 
agrees  "in  the  above  conveyance;"*  or  words  of  similar  import  be 
employed,  the  right  of  dower  is  not  barred.  "We  are  not  to 
inquire,"  said  the  court,  in  Leavitt  v.  Lamprey,  "what  was  her 
motive  and  intention  in  joining  in  a  deed  with  her  husband,  for  her 
right  of  dower  is  not  to  be  barred  by  any  supposed  intention  not 
manifested  by  the  words  of  the  deed."  "  The  language  used  by 
the  wife,"  the  court  observed  in  Stevens  v.  Owen,  "to  bar  her  of 
her  right  of  dower,  should  be  explicit,  so  that  she  could  not  mis- 
understand its  import.  Very  little,  if  anything,  is  to  be  left  to 
inference."  In  McFarland  v.  Febiger,  the  court  said:  "Unless 
the  deed  contain  words  applicable  to  her  estate,  and  evinces  her 
intention  to  convey  it,  it  is  the  deed  of  the  husband  only."  And 
the  remarks  of  Judgr  Story  in  Hall  v.  Savage,  are  equally  pointed. 
"The  rule  of  law,"  he  said,  "appears  to  me  plain,  that  the  wife 
can  not  release  her  dower,  except  there  be  apt  words  to  express 
such  intention.  Doubtful  words  ought  never  to  be  construed  to 
have  such  an  eflFect."*  And  if  the  deed  do  not  contain  words  proper 
to  pass  or  extinguish  the  interest  of  the  wife,  the  omission  can  not 
be  aided  by  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment.*  So  if  the  wife  sign 
and  seal  a  deed  in  blank,  and  it  is  afterwards  filled  up  differently 
from  what  was  intended  at  the  time  she  signed  it,  she  is  not  estopped 
from  showing  the  fraud  and  claiming  her  dower,  even  against  an 
innocent  grantee.  Thus,  where  a  married  woman  joined  with  her 
husband  in  signing  and  sealing  the  blank  form  of  a  deed  designed 
to  be  thereafter  filled  up  so  as  to  convey  a  small  piece  of  ground 
to  a  school  district  as  a  site  for  a  school-house,  and  it  was  duly 
attested  and  acknowledged ;  and  afterwards,  the  grantor,  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  his  wife,  filled  up  the  blanks  so  as  to 


^  Leavitt  v.  Lamprey,  13  Pick.  382. 

*  Stevens  v.  Owen,  25  Maine,  (12  Shepl.)  94.        *  Hall  v.  Savage,  4  Mason,  2*73. 

*  See,  also,  Westfall  v.  Lee,  7  Clarke  (Iowa),  12  ;  Melvin  v.  Proprietors,  &c.,  16 
Pick.  137;  Bruce  v.  Wood,  1  Met.  642  ;  Purcell  v.  Gosborn,  17  Ohio,  105;  Ray- 
mond  V.  Holden,  2  Gosh.  264;  Agricultural  Bk.  v.  Rice,  4  How.  U.  S.  R.  225;  Cin- 
cinnati 9.  Newell,  7  Ohio  St.  37;  Bartlett  v.  Bartlett,  4  Allen,  440;  Dodge  v, 
Nichols,  5  Allen,  548. 

^  Davis  V.  Bartholomew,  3  Ind.  485.  It  is  also  held  in  this  case,  that  in  the 
absence  of  words  of  grant  or  release,  the  joining  by  a  married  woman  with  her 
husband  in  the  covenants  contained  in  a  deed,  does  not  estop  her  from  claiming 
dower.  See,  also,  Aldridge  v.  Burlison,  3  Blackf  201.  The  authorities  do  not 
agree  as  to  the  effect  to  be  attached  to  the  covenants  of  a  married  woman.  See 
ftnte,  cb.  xi.,  {  21,  note. 
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make  the  deed,  on  its  face,  a  mortgage  on  a  valuable  tract  of  land 
to  Becure  the  payment  of  a  large  sum  of  money,  the  mortgagee 
being  wholly  innocent  of  the  fraud,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 
dower  of  the  wife  was  unaffected  thereby.^ 

29.  But  a  release  of  dower  need  not  be  in  technical  form ;  nor 
are  words  of  inheritance  essential  to  its  validity.'  It  is  sufficient 
if  a  wife  join  in  a  deed  with  her  husband  '^in  token  of  her  relinquish- 
ment of  dower;*''  or,  ^Mn  token  that  she  relinquishes  her  right  to 
dower  in  the  premises;''^  or,  if  she  declare  in  the  deed  that  she 
thereby  "relinquishes  her  right  of  dower  in  the  above  premises."* 
In  all  these  cases  there  is  an  express  reference  to,  and  relinquish- 
ment of,  the  right  of  dower.^  So,  if  the  wife  unite  with  her  husband 
in  the  granting  part  of  a  deed,  without  any  reference,  in  terms,  to 
her  dower,  she  will  be  barred  J  Nor  will  it  make  any  difference  in 
such  case,  that  she  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  an  undivided  share  in  the 
premises  conveyed.  In  Learned  v.  Cutler,*  in  which  this  point 
arose,  the  demandant  and  her  husband,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  latter, 
had  conveyed  certain  parcels  of  land,  in  one  of  which,  in  the  case 
before  the  court,  dower  was  demanded.  In  the  deed  it  was  stated 
that  the  husband  was  the  sole  owner  of  an  undivided  three-fourths 
part,  and  that  the  husband  and  wife  were  seized  of  the  remaining 
fourth  part  in  her  right.  The  husband  and  wife  joined  in  the 
granting  part  of  the  deed  in  the  usual  form,  making  use  of  the 
words,  "give,  grant,  sell  and  convey."  Nothing  was  said  about 
dower  in  the  deed,  nor  was  there  any  formal  relinquishment. 
The  husband  having  died,  the  widow  was  demanding  her  dower. 
But  the  court  held  that  she  was  barred.  In  speaking  of  the 
question  as  to  what  shall  be  sufficient  to  bar  the  wife  of  dower, 
they  said:  "She  must  not  only  join  with  her  husband  in  a  deed  of 
conveyance  of  the  land,  by  executing  the  deed,  the  conveyance 
being  made  by  him,  but  the  deed  must  contain  apt  words  of  grant 
or  release  on  her  part ;  and  if  it  does,  it  will  bar  her  right  of  dower, 
although  she  had  no  vested  title  in  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  con- 

^  Conover  v.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St.  450.     See  Drury  v.  Foster,  2  WaUace,  U.  S. 
B.  24. 
«  Gray  v.  McCune,  23  Pa.  St.  (U  Harris),  447.      »  Stearns  v.  Swift,  8  Pick.  532. 
*  Frost  V.  Deering,  21  Maine,  156  ;  Usher  v.  Richardson,  29  Maine,  415. 
0  Davis  V.  Bartholomew,  3  Ind.  485. 
>  See,  also,  Dandaa  v.  Hitchcock,  12  How.  U.  S.  B.  256. 
V  Learned  v.  Cutler,  18  Piclc.  9 ;  Smith  v.  Handy,  16  Ohio,  191. 
B  Learned  v.  Cutler,  supra. 
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yeyance,  and  no  title  passed  from  her  to  the  grantee.  The  grant 
or  release  of  the  wife  operates  by  way  of  estoppel  or  extinguish- 
ment of  her  right,  so  as  to  bar  any  future  claim  of  dower  which 
may  accrue  to  her  after  the  death  of  her  husband.  The  usual  form 
is  for  the  wife  simply  to  relinquish  or  release  her  right  of  dower ; 
hut  words  of  grant  are  equally  efficacious  and  proper  to  bar  her 
right ;  for  in  neither  case  does  her  deed  pass  any  title  to  the  estate. 
So  it  is  not  necessary  that  she  should  release  or  grant  her  right  of 
dower  eo  nomine;  any  other  words  showing  an  intention  on  her 
part  to  relinquish  her  dower,  will  be  sufficient.  And  if  she  joins 
her  husband  in  the  sale,  and  undertakes  to  convey  the  land  jointly 
with  him,  this  generally  would  be  a  sufficient  indication  of  her 
intention  to  exclude  herself  from  any  claim  of  dower.  By  joining 
in  the  words  of  grant  she  must  be  understood  to  give  or  intend  to 
give,  all  the  right  and  title  she  was  capable  of  giving,  whether  by 
way  of  passing  an  estate,  or  extinguishing  or  barring  a  right  depend- 
ing on  a  contingency." 

30.  In  New  Hampshire,  by  established  usage,  the  wife  may 
release  her  dower  by  her  signature  and  seal  at  the  foot  of  her  hus- 
band's deed,  without  her  name  being  in  any  other  way  mentioned 
or  alluded  to  in  the  instrument.^  In  Iowa,  it  is  provided  that  in 
every  conveyance  of  real  estate,  the  joining  of  a  wife  with  her  hus- 
bandy  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  to  pass  her  right.' 

Release  by  infant  feme  covert. 

31.  It  is  a  vexed  question  whether  the  deed  of  an  infant  is  void- 
able merely,  or  absolutely  void  ;*  but  according  to  the  weight  of 

1  Barge  v.  Smith,  7  Foster  (N.  H.),  332 ;  Dustin  v.  Steele,  Ibid.  431. 

s  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rer.  I860,  {  2255. 

s  See  2  Kent,  236 ;  2  Washb.  R.  P  ,  2d  ed.,  580 ;  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119  ;  Phil- 
ips V.  Green,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  11  ;  Prewit  v.  Graves,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  115,  120  ;  Drake 
V.  Ramsay,  5  Ohio,  251 ;  Gresinger  v.  Welch,  15  Ohio,  156, 191 :  Card  v.  Patterson, 
5  Ohio  St.  '119 ;  Hartman  v,  Kendall,  4  Ind.  403  ;  Kendall  v.  Lawrence,  22  Pick.  540. 
In  some  of  the  authorities,  it  is  said  that  an  infant  mast  disaffirm  his  deed  within  a 
reatonabU  time  after  coming  of  age.  2  Kent,  236  ;  2  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  580.  la 
others,  it  is  held,  that  be  has  all  the  time  in  which  to  disaffirm  the  deed,  that  may 
ran  before  the  Statute  of  Limitations  takes  effect.  Drake  v.  Ramsay,  5  Ohio,  251 ; 
Gresinger  v.  Welch,  15  Ohio,  156,  191.  In  Maine,  it  is  held  that  the  deed  of  an 
infant  wife  is  not  void,  but  may  be  avoided.  Webb  v.  Hall,  35  Maine,  336  ;  Adams 
r.  Palmer,  51  Maine,  480.  In  Missouri,  her  conveyance  is  avoided  by  a  subsequent 
deed,  made  whea  she  was  of  age.    Yourse  v.  Norcours,  12  Misso.  549. 
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authority,  a  release  by  an  infant  feme  covert^  is  wholly  ineffectaal 
to  divest  her  right.*  "  The  statute,"  says  the  chancellor,  in  Sand- 
ford  V.  McLean,*  "  which  makes  valid  the  deed  of  z.  feme  covert 
when  executed  with  her  husband,  and  acknowledged  by  her  on  a 
private  examination,  was  never  intended  to  sanction  or  validate  a 
conveyance  by  an  infant  wife."  No  act  of  disaffirmance  is  neces- 
sary on  the  part  of  the  wife,  before  bringing  her  suit ;'  nor  is  she 
required  to  refund  to  the  purchaser  any  part  of  the  money  paid  by 
him  for  the  premises  in  which  dower  is  claimed.^ 

82.  In  some  of  the  States  statutes  have  been  passed  legalizing 
the  release  of  dower  by  infant  married  women.  In  Maryland,  if 
courts  of  equity  deem  it  equitable  or  proper,  they  may,  on  appli- 
cation of  any  person  interested,  and  on  the  proper  parties  being 
brought  before  them,  decree  that  the  deed  of  an  infant /cmg  covert 
^  be  confirmed  and  made  valid  from  the  time  of  its  execution.*  In 
'  Indiana,  a  married  woman  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  may  convey  her  right  in  any 
lands  of  her  husband,  by  joining  in  the  execution  of  his  convey- 
ance, if  the  father,  or  if  there  be  no  father,  the  mother  of  such 
married  woman,  shall  declare,  before  the  officer  taking  the  acknowl- 
edgment, that  he  or  she  believes  that  such  conveyance  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife,  and  that  it  would  be  prejudicial  to  her  and  her 
husband  to  be  prevented  from  disposing  of  the  lands  so  conveyed. 
This  declaration,  with  the  name  of  the  father  or  mother,  is  required 
to  be  inserted  as  a  part  of  the  certificate  of  the  officer  by  whom 
the  acknowledgment  is  taken.^     In  Alabama,  all  married  women, 

1  Priest  V.  Cummingrs,  16  Wend.  617  ;  8.  c.  20  Wend.  338 ;  Sherman  r.  Garfield, 
1  Denio,  329;  Canningbarn  v.  Knight,  1  Barb.  399;  Sandford  v,  McLean,  3  Paige, 
117;  Jones  v.  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  359;  Oldham  v.  Sale,  I  B.  Mon.  76;  Shaw  r. 
Boyd,  5  S.  k  R.  309 ;  Schrader  v.  Decker,  9  Pa.  St.  14  ;  Haghes  t?.  Watson,  10  Ohio, 
127  ;  Thomas  ».  Gammel,  6  Leigh,  9;  Markham  «.  Merrett,  7  How.  (Miss.),  437  ; 
Greenwood  v,  Coleman,  34  Ala.  150;  Cloud  v.  Webb,  3  Der.  L.  317  ;  Chandler  r. 
McKinnery,  6  Mich.  217  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  200 ;  2  Ibid.  582.  Where  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  officer  is  silent  on  the  subject,  the  presumption  is  that  the  wife  was  of 
the  proper  age.  Battin  v.  Bigelow,  1  Peters,  C.  C,  452.  Bat  this  presumption  may 
be  overcome  by  evidence.     See  authorities  cited  above. 

*  Sandford  v.  McLean,  3  Paige,  117. 

*  Priest  V.  Cummings,  20  Wend.  338;  Hughes  v.  Watson,  10  Ohio,  127,  134; 
Sandford  v.  McLean,  3  Paige,  117;  Thomas  v.  Gammel,  6  Leigh,  9. 

«  Shaw  V.  Boyd,  5  S.  &  R.  309;  Markham  v.  Merrett,  7  How.  (Miss.),  437. 
B  1  MHryl.  Code,  aH.  16,  {  31.     See  AcU  1832,  ch.  302,  {  7 ;  2  Dorsey,  10D4. 

*  1  Ind.  Rev.  Sut.  1852,  p.  236,  \  24.    See  Sheets  v.  Dufour,  5  BUt^kf.  549. 
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whether  under  or  over  the  age  of  twenty-one,  are  permitted  to 
release  their  dower.^  And  by  recent  statute  in  Maine,^  '*  the 
release  of  dower  by  a  married  woman  of  ant/  age,  now  or  hereafter 
made,  by  joining  in  the  deed  of  her  husband  in  the  manner  required 
by  law,  shall  be  valid."' 

33.  In  a  case  in  Indiana,  an  iuftLHtfeme  covert  had  joined  with 
her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  his  land.  Her  husband  died  after 
she  attained  her  majority.  She  continued  to  reside  in  the  imme- 
diate neighborhood  for  about  ten  years,  and  then  contracted 
a  second  marriage.  She  lived  with  her  second  husband  near  the 
land  for  about  three  years,  and  then  demanded  dower  therein.  At 
the  time  of  the  conveyance,  the  land  was  almost  wholly  unimproved; 
but  subsequently  thereto,  the  purchaser  had  been  constantly  and 
greatly  improving  it.  It  was  held,  that  under  the  circumstances, 
the  bill  would  not  lie.^ 

Release  of  dower  where  the  wife  is  insane. 

34.  In  Massachusetts,^  Ohio,^  Missouri,^  lowa,^  Virginia,®  and 
Wisconsin,^^  provision  is  made  by  law  for  disincumbering  the  estate 
of  the  husband  of  the  contingent  dower  interest  of  his  wife,  in  cases 
where  the  latter  is  non  compos  mentis^  and  therefore  incompetent 
to  act  in  her  own  behalf.  But  in  the  absence  of  legislation  of  this 
character,  no  power  is  lodged  in  the  courts  to  divest  the  dower  of 
an  insane  wife,  nor  in  any  manner  to  impair  her  right.^^ 

35.  In  a  case  in  Illinois,  a  bill  in  equity  was  filed  by  a  husband, 
stating  that  he  had  made  sale  of  his  lands ;  that  the  purchase-money 
had  been  paid,  and  that  he  desired  to  convey,  but  was  unable  to 
make  a  good  title  on  account  of  the  insanity  of  his  wife.  He 
prayed  the  court  to  appoint  some  fit  person  to  transfer  her  interest 

I  Clay's  Dig.  p.  174,  §  9.  ^  Aci  of  1863,  c  215,  {  1. 

•  But  this  enactment  does  not  render  valid  a  prior  release  of  dower  which  was 
'  Toidable  when  it  was  executed,  and  which,  before  the  passage  of  the  Act,  had  beea 

ftToided.     Adams  v.  Palmer,  51  Maine,  480. 
*•  Hartman  v.  Kendall,  4  Ind.  403.  ^  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  540. 

•  1  Swan  k  Critchf.  852  ;  60  Ohio  Laws,  24 ;  61  Ohio  Laws,  99.  And  in  this 
State  the  dower  of  an  incurably  insane  woman  may  be  disposed  of  for  her  benefit. 
62  Ohio  Laws,  p.  102. 

T  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  pp.  680^82,  {{  55-59. 

•  Laws  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  J2  1500-1503.  •  Code  Ya.  1849,  p.  537,  {  11. 
10  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  pp.  550,  551  ;  pp.  575-6,  {J  30-33. 

II  Ex  parte  McGlwain,  29  111.  442  ;  Eslava  v,  Lepretre,  21  Ala.  604. 


286  THB  LAW   OF  DOWER.  [CH.   Xn. 

by  joining  with  him  in  the  due  execution  of  the  deed.  But  the 
court  refused  his  prayer.  "Insanity,"  they  said,  "does  not  fur- 
nish any  reason  for  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  to  deprive  a  woman 
of  dower.  A  woman  can  not  be  deprived  of  dower  but  by  her  vol- 
untary act."^  So  in  Alabama,  where  a  guardian  was  appointed  for 
a  married  woman  by  the  orphans'  court,  upon  the  mere  petition  of 
her  husband  alleging  that  she  was  non  compos  mentis^  without  the 
issue  of  a  writ  de  lunatico  inquirendo^  a  mortgage  executed  by  the 
guardian  in  conjunction  with  the  husband,  was  held  not  to  bind  the 
wife.  The  appointment  of  the  guardian  was  declared  void  ;  "were 
it  otherwise,'*  said  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
"  I  apprehend  the  guardian  of  a  lunatic  wife  can  have  no  authority 
to  relinquish  her  dower  in  the  real  estate  of  her  husband."' 

The  wife  may  recall  her  assent  before  delivery  of  the  deed. 

36.  At  common  law,  if  a  contract  of  sale  were  entered  into  by 
the  owner  of  an  estate  of  which  the  wife  was  dowable,  and  a  fine 
was  to  be  levied  to  extinguish  the  title  to  dower,  and  the  husband 
died  before  the  essential  ceremonies  were  completed,  the  wife  might 
intervene  and  prevent  their  completion,  and  thus  protect  her  dower, 
even  though  she  had  joined  in  acknowledging  the  fine.'  Upon  the 
same  principle,  it  has  been  held  in,  the  American  courts,  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  who  has  executed  and  acknowledged  a  deed  in  due  form, 
may  revoke  her  assent  at  any  time  before  the  deed  has  been 
delivered.^  But  where  a  conveyance  which  had  been  signed,  sealed, 
and  acknowledged  by  husband  and  wife,  was  sent  by  the  former, 
in  the  presence  of  the  latter,  to  be  recorded,  no  objection  being 
made  on  her  part,  this  was  held  to  be  such  a  delivery  as  would  bind 
the  wife.*  So  where  a  deed  regularly  executed  and  acknowledged 
by  husband  and  wife,  is  delivered  by  the  husband,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  wife,  and  is  accepted  by  the  grantee,  acting  in 
good  faith,  and  without  notice  of  her  dissent,  she  is  bound  by  such 
delivery.* 

1  Ex  parte  McBlwaiD,  29  111.  442.  *  Eslava  v.  Lepretre,  21  Ala.  504. 

«  Body  V,  Lunn,  1  Roll.  Ab.  375,  pi.  20  ;  Park,  Dow.  201 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  540. 
Seo  post,  J{  53-56. 

*  Lelnnd'B  Appeal,  13  Pa.  St.  (I  Harris),  84,  85. 

B  M*Neely  v.  Rucker,  6  Blackf.  391.  Upon  the  Bubject  of  the  deliverj  of  deeds, 
see  2  Wasbb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  602,  €t  aeq. 

•  Baldwin  v,  Snowden,  11  Ohio  Si.  203. 
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In  what  cases  the  release  is  not  an  absolute  bar. 

87.  A  release  is  not  necessarily  an  absolute  bar  of  dower.  If  ifc 
be  executed  for  a  particular  purpose,  as  to  raise  a  term  of  years,  or 
to  create  a  charge  upon  the  estate,  its  operation  will  be  restricted 
to  that  purpose;  and  dower  will  be  barred  to  the  extent  only,  and 
as  against  the  owner  of,  the  particular  interest  so  created.^ 

88.  If  the  wife  join  her  husband  in  a  mortgage  of  his  estate, 
she  is  still  dowable  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  subject  to  the  lien 
and  rights  of  the  mortgagee.'  If  she  join  in  a  lease,  and  no  rent 
be  reserved,  she  is  entitled  to  dower  subject  to  the  term  ;*  if  rent 
be  reserved,  she  is  dowable  of  the  rent  as  well  as  of  the  reversion.* 
So  if  a  widow,  as  administratrix,  convey  her  husband's  estate  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  of  court,  her  right  of  dower  will  not  pass  by 
the  deed.*  Nor  will  her  deed  as  guardian,  conveying  the  interest 
of  her  ward,  and  limited  by  fair  construction  to  that  interest, 
transfer  her  right  of  dower.*  So  a  release  of  dower  in  one 
moiety  of  a  farm  will  not  operate  in  law  as  a  release  of  it  in  the 
other  moiety  ;  nor  does  a  release  of  it  to  one  tenant  in  common  for 

1  Park,  Dow.  196,  207  ;  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  637 ;  Chase's  case,  1  Blaod,  Ch.  206, 
228. 

*  Vol.  i.,  chapters  xzii.,  xxii!.,  xxiv.  A  release  of  dower  in  a  mortgage  deed  works 
an  estoppel,  not  only  in  favor  of  tUe  mortgagee  and  the  direct  assignees  of  the  mort- 
gage, but  of  those  who  become  entitled  by  equitable  subdtitutiou  to  its  benefits. 
Dearbora  v.  Taylor,  18  N.  H.  153. 

■  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xviii.,  {  7. 

«  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xviii.,  2  6 ,-  Hall  v.  Hall,  2  McGord's  Ch.  280  ,*  Chase's  case,  1  Bland's 
Ch.  206,  231. 

»  Shurlz  V.  Thomas,  8  Barr,  359  ;  Ritchie  v.  Putnam,  13  Wend.  524.  See  Doogrey 
V.  Topping,  4  Paige,  94.  But  if  she  give  personal  covenants  for  title,  she  will  be 
estopped  from  claiming  dower.  See  ante,  ch.  xi.,  JJ  21-29.  Where  a  deed  purports 
to  be  a  relinquishment  of  dower  only,  as  to  the  wife,  it  will  not  pass  her  separate 
estate  in  the  inheritance.  McDaniel  v.  Priest,  12  Misso.  544  ;  Tevis  v.  Richardson, 
7  Mon.  655  ;  Barnett  v.  Shackleford,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  532  ;  Miller  v.  Sbaekleford,  3 
Dana,  289  ;  Flagg  o.  Bean,  5  Po:)ter  (N.  H.),  49  ;  Hughes  v.  Wilkinson,  11  Ala.  296; 
Mayo  V.  Feaster,  2  McCord's  Ch.  137  ;  Raymond  v.  Holden,  2  Cush.  264  ;  Still  v. 
Swan,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  155  ;  Foster  v.  Dennison,  9  Ohio,  121.  In  Missouri,  the  right  of 
a  widow  to  two  hundred  dollars  worth  of  personal  property  under  {  30,  art.  2,  of 
the  Administration  Act,  (R.  C.  1845,  p.  77),  will  pass  by  a  deed  of  the  widow 
relinquishing  to  the  administrator  of  her  deceased  husband's  estate,  all  her  **  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  dower  in'  said  estate."  McFarland  v.  Boze,  24  Misso.  156.  If 
the  wife  join  in  the  granting  part  of  a  deed  which  also  contains  a  release  of  dower, 
it  will  pass  her  separate  estate.  Perkins  v.  Richardson,  11  Allen,  538.  And  in  the 
absence  of  fraad,  a  mortgage  on  the  lands,  held  by  her  in  her  own  right  will  be 
extinguished.    Gregory  v.  Gregory,  16  Ohio  St. 

•  Jones  V.  HoUopeter,  10  S.  ft  R.  326.    See  ch.  xi.,  {{  21-29. 
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his  share,  operate  as  a  release  of  it  to  another  tenant  in  commoa 
who  has  a  different  share. ^  But  if  a  woman  join  her  second  hus- 
band in  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  relinquishing 
her  dower  therein,  she  is  estopped  to  claim  dower  in  the  same 
estate,  under  her  former  husband.^ 

When  the  execution  of  a  release  may  he  presumed, 

39.  In  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  more  than  once  intimated, 
that  a  release,  if  properly  pleaded,  might  be  presumed  against  a 
widow  who  had  failed  to  claim  her  dower  for  twenty  years  or  more.* 
In  New  Hampshire,  where  a  right  of  dower  accrued  to  a  widow  in 

1797,  but  she  neglected  to  make  any  claim  until  in  1826,  such 
neglect  was  held  to  be  competent  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury 
as  proof  of  the  release  of  her  right,  although  she  married  again  iu 

1798,  and  remained  a  feme  covert  during  the  residue  of  the  time, 
and  had  resided  out  of  the  State  during  the  whole  time/  But  a 
release  of  dower  will  not  be  presumed  from  long  continued  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises,  where  such  occupation  was  adverse  to  the 
husband/ 

Release  to  stranger  no  bar  of  dower} 

40.  It  is  well  settled  that  it  is  no  defence  to  an  action  of  dower, 
that  the  widow  has  released  her  right  to  a  stranger.^  In  an  early 
case  in  Massachusetts  in  which  the  defence  was  that  the  demandant 
had  executed  a  release  to  a  third  person,  the  court  said:  ^^The 
deed  relied  on  to  bar  the  demandant  shows  no  privity  of  estate,  or 


1  White  V.  White,  1  Harrison,  202.  «  Usher  r.  Richardson,  29  Maine,  415. 

•  Spencer  v.  Weston,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  L.  213 ;  McMillan  v.  Turner,  7  Jones,  L.  435. 
^  Barnard  v.  Edwards,  4  N.  H.  321.     And  see  Evans  o.  Evans,  3  Yeates,  507. 

B  Durham  v.  Angicr,  20  Maine,  242. 

*  "  In  dower,  the  tenant  pleads  release  of  the  demandant  made  to  such  a  tenant 
in  possessione  iene^nentorumprcedictorvm  existetU.  And  because  he  doth  not  say  that  he 
was  tenen9  Itberi  tenementi,  it  was  held  to  be  no  plea;  and  adjudged  for  the  demand- 
ant."   Anon.  Cro.  Jac.  151.     See  Co.  Litt.  266  a.j  Litt.  J  495 ;  post,  J  52. 

f  Pixley  V.  Bennett,  11  Mass.  298  ;  Robinson  v.  Bates,  3  Met.  40;  Littlefield  r. 
Crocker.  30  Maine,  192  ;  Harriman  ?.  Gray,  49  Maine,  537  ;  Taylor  v.  Fowler,  18  Ohio, 
567  ;  Woodworth  v.  Paige,  5  Ohio  St.  70 ;  Kitzmiller  v.  Van  Rennselaer,  10  Ohio 
St.  63  ;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  111  384  ;  Summers  v.  Babb,  13  111.  483  ;  Gove  v.  Cather, 
23  III.  G34 ;  Harrison  v.  Eldridge,  2  Halst.  392  ;  Rickard  v.  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  R, 
158;  Pinson  v.  Williams,  23  tjissis.  64;  Randolph  v.  Dossed  How.  (Missis.),  205; 
Gray  v.  McCune,  23  Pa.  St.  447,  451.    See  Carter  v.  Walker,  2  Ohio  St.  339. 
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coYinection  of  any  kind  between  her  and  the  tenant.     It  can  not 
avail  the  tenant  in  this  action."^ 

41.  In  a  case  where  lands  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  husband 
daring  coverture,  his  wife  not  joining ;  and  subsequently  the  hus- 
band and  wife  united  in  a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
to  a  third  person ;  and  after  breach  of  the  mortgage  there  was  a 
foreclosure  and  sale ;  it  was  held,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
dower  as  against  a  purchaser  under  the  decree,  he  not  connecting 
himself  in  any  manner  with  the  conveyance  of  the  equity.'  So 
where  husband  and  wife,  after  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against 
the  husband,  and  while  it  was  a  lien  upon  his  lands,  joined  in  a 
conveyance  containing  full  covenants  of  warranty  and  a  release  of 
dower,  and  the  grantee  entered  and  occupied  under  the  deed,  but 
was  afterwards  evicted  by  a  purchaser  at  sheriflTs  sale  under  the 
judgment,  it  was  held  that  the  latter  could  not  make  the  convey- 
ance and  release  available  for  his  protection  against  the  claim  of 
dower,  either  as  a  grant,  or  as  an  estoppel.'  So  where  lands  had 
been  mortgaged  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt,  the  wife  having 
joined  in  the  mortgage,  and  subsequently  the  lands  were  sold  under 
a  judgment  against  the  husband,  at  the  suit  of  a  stranger  to  the  mort- 
gage, it  was  determined,  that  as  against  the  purchaser  at  such  sale, 
the  wife  was  not  divested  of  her  dower .^  The  result  will  be  the 
same  if  the  mortgagee  proceed  at  law  and  sell  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises under  ordinary  judgment  and  execution,  instead  of  foreclosing 
his  mortgage.  The  purchaser  under  such  a  judgment  can  not  be 
Baid  to  be  in  privity  with  the  mortgage,  and  therefore  is  not  pro- 
tected against  dower.'^  Upon  the  same  principle,  if  husband  and 
wife  execute  a  deed  of  trust,  and  the  lands  are  afterwards  sold  in 
satisfaction  of  a  mechanic's  lien  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  deed, 
the  purchaser  takes  the  premises  subject  to  dower.^  But  where  the 
jg  husband  alone  mortgaged  his  estate,  and  afterwards  joined  with  his 
wife  in  a  conveyance  to  a  third  person,  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser 
under  proceedings  in  foreclosure  founded  on  the  mortgage,  the 
grantee  of  the  husband  and  wife  havipg  been  made  a  party  to  the 
proceedings,  acquired  all  the  title  of  the  mortgagor  and  the  grantee, 


i  Pixley  V.  Bennett,  11  Mass.  298.  *  Littlefield  v.  Crocker,  30  Maine,  192. 

•  Kitzmiller  «.  Rensselaer,  10  Ohio  St.  63.        «  Taylor  v.  Fowler,  18  Ohio,  567. 
ft  Harrison  v.  Eldridge,  2  Halat.  392.     See,  also,  post,  {  50. 

•  Gove  V.  Gather,  23  m.  634.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zzix.,  {  45. 

VOL.  II.  *  19 


290  TBB   LAW   OF  DOWER.  [CH.   XU. 

and  held  the  property  discharged  of  dower.*  And  where  a  widow 
executed,  with  the  proper  formalities,  an  instrument  of  writing 
addressed  in  general  terms,  "  To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall 
come,"  containing,  in  substance,  a  release  of  dower,  and  delivered  it 
to  a  person  in  possession  of  lands  under  a  conveyance  from  her 
husband,  and  it  appeared  from  the  circumstances  that  the  writing 
was  intended  as  a  release  of  dower  in  the  lands  so  held,  the  party 
receiving  it  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  stranger  in  the  transaction, 
but  may  avail  himself  of  the  release  against  a  claim  for  dower  sub- 
sequently set  up  by  the  widow.* 

42.  If  the  party  to  whom  the  wife  makes  a  valid  release  of  dower, 
afterwards  acquire  title  to  the  lands,  the  release  operates  to  bar  the 
dower  as  to  him,  by  way  of  estoppel.'  And  if,  after  a  mortgage 
by  the  husband  alone,  the  wife  join  with  him  in  a  conveyance  to  a 
third  person,  and  the  grantee  reconvey  to  the  husband,  the  wife  is 
dowable  of  the  equity  of  redemption  only.  In  such  case,  all  the 
right  which  she  has  is  derived  from  the  reconveyance,  and  as  that 
vests  in  the  husband  nothing  but  the  equity,  her  dower  is  limited 
accordingly.*  But  a  release  of  dower  to  a  person  who  has  parted 
with  his  title  by  deed  of  quit-claim  merely,  without  covenants  of 
warranty,  does  not  inure  in  favor  of  his  grantee.* 

Release  to  husband. 

48.  It  is  a  well  established  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  a  wife 
can  not  relinquish  her  dower  in  the  real  estate  of  her  husband  by 
executing  a  release  to  him,  nor  in  any  other  way  than  by  joining 
with  him  in  a  conveyance  to  a  third  person.*  Even  an  agreement 
made  during  coverture,  between  a  husband,  his  wife,  and  a  trustee 
of  the  latter,  that  in  consideration  of  her  enjoying  separately  and 
absolutely  controlling  her  separate  property,  she  would  relinquish 
her  dower  in  his  lands,  is  invalid,  and  can  not  be  enforced  against 
her  in  an  action  for  her  dower.^ 


^  Garter  v.  Walker,  2  Ohio  Sk  339.    See,  however,  Littlefield  v.  Crocker,  wpra, 

s  Gray  v,  McCune,  23  Pa.  St  447.  *  Harriman  v.  Gray,  49  Maine,  537. 

«  Hooglaod  V.  Watt,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  1 48.         «  Harriman  v.  Gray,  49  Maine,  537. 

*  Carsoo  v.  Murray,  3  Paige,  483 ;  Rowe  v.  Uaniilton,  3  Greenl.  63  ;  Martin  v. 
Murtin,  22  Ala.  86;  Townsend  v.  Towntend,  2  Sandf.  S.  C.  711;  Grain  v.  Cavana, 
36  Barb.  410. 

f  Townsend  v  Townsend,  2  Sandf.  S.  G.  711.  See  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86 ; 
Walsh  V,  Kelly,  34  Pa.  St.  84 ;  post,  ch.  xv. 
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44.  It  is  held  in  New  York,  that  a  court  of  chancery  has  not,  by 
yirtue  of  its  equity  jurisdiction,  authority  in  a  divorce  suit,  to  require 
a  married  woman  to  accept  a  gross  sum  from  her  husband  in  satis- 
faction  of  her  dower.  Nor  will  the  acceptance  by  her  of  such  sum 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  defeat  her  right.  And  her  release 
to  her  husband  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  court,  though  acknowl* 
edged  in  due  form,  would  be  a  nullity,  she  being  legally  incompetent 
to  execute  such  an  instrument  to  her  husband  except  in  cases  where 
it  is  specially  authorized  by  statute.^  But  it  is  intimated  in  a 
Wisconsin  case,^  that  a  wife  suing  for  a  divorce,  may  stipulate  with 
her  husband  that  she  will  release  ail  right  of  dower  in  his  lands ; 
and  that  a  decree  predicated  upon  such  agreement  would  be  binding. 

45.  It  is  an  unsettled  question  in  some  of  the  States,  whether 
the  statutes  before  referred  to,'  enlarging  the  powers  of  married 
women,  do  not  authorize  a  feme  covert  to  convey  her  estate  or  re- 
linquish her  dower  directly  to  her  husband.  The  New  York  statute 
of  1849  contains  the  following  provision: 

Any  married  female  may  take  by  inheritance,  or  by  f^ift,  grant,  devise  or 
bequest,  from  any  person  other  than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  convey  and  devise  real  and  personal  property,  and  any 
interest  or  estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried,  and  the  same  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be  liable  for  his  debts.^ 

In  Graham  v.  Van  Wyck,'  a  question  was  made  as  to  the  proper 
construction  of  this  enactment.  It  was  insisted  in  that  case  that  a 
release  of  dower  executed  by  a  wife  to  her  husband,  was  valid;  but 
the  court  determined  otherwise,  holding  that  the  safer  and  more 
reasonable  construction  of  the  Act  was  to  restrict  the  right  of  a 
married  woman  to  convey  to  persons  other  than  her  husband.  In 
1860,  the  same  question  was  again  raised  in  the  supreme  court,  and 
decided  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  in  the  same  way.  The  court 
held,  that  the  disability  of  tho  wife  was  not  the  mischief  the  statute 
intended  to  remedy,  but  that  the  Act  was,  as  its  title  imported, 
designed  for  the  protection  of  married  women,  and  that  to  put  it 

^  Grain  v,  Cavaoa,  36  Barb.  410. 

>  Bardick  v.  Briggs,  11  Wis.  126.    See,  also,  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  Iowa,  46. 

•  Ante,  I  22. 

*•  Act  of  1848,  ch.  200,  {  3,  as  amended  1849,  ch.  375,  {  1 ;  3  K.  Y.  Rev.  Sut. 
5th  ed.,  p.  240,  2  77.  See,  also,  the  Act  of  1860,  as  amended  in  1862,  ch.  172,  p.  343 ; 
4  Rev.  Slat  N.  Y.  5th  ed.  (Supp.)  p.  697,  \  3. 

s  Graham  v.  Van  Wyck,  14  Barb.  531,  (1851). 
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In  her  power  to  convey  directly  to  her  husband  was  not  a  provision 
calculated  to  promote  this  end;  and  that,  as  by  the  statute  the  hna- 
band  was  restricted  from  conveying  to  the  wife,  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  was  also  to  retain  the  corresponding  common  law  dis- 
ability which  restricted  the  wife  from  conveying  to  the  husband ; 
and  that  where  the  intent  was  doubtful^  the  consequences  were  to 
be  regarded.^  About  six  months  later,  the  question  was  again 
raised  in  another  judicial  district  of  the  supreme  court,  and  the 
judges  were  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  a  married  woman  could 
make  a  valid  conveyance  to  her  husband,  and  one  which  would  bind 
her  heirs.  The  language  of  the  Act  was  declared  to  be  so  clear  and 
explicit,  that  there  was  no  room  for  interpretation  or  construction; 
that  the  court  had  no  right  to  infer  that  the  broad  and  comprehen- 
sive language  of  the  Act  did  not  confer  on  married  women  this  power, 
because  they  (the  court)  did  not  think  it  wise  for  them  so  to  do ; 
that,  as  the  legislature  had  in  express  terms  limited  the  wife^s  power 
of  taking,  if  they  had  intended  any  restriction  upon  her  power  of 
alienation  they  would  have  been  equally  explicit  upon  that  point; 
that  the  Act  aimed  to  enlarge  the  powers  of  the  wife,  and  that  the 
theoretical  unity  of  husband  and  wife  was  entirely  dissolved  by  it.^ 
The  question  was  carried  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  it  was  there 
settled,  that  a  conveyance  by  the  wife  to  the  husband  is  not  author- 
ized by  the  statute.^  It  was  declared,  however,  that  the  validity 
of  such  a  conveyance  might  be  established  by  the  application  of 
principles  of  equity  where  a  consideration  had  been  paid ;  and  also 
where  the  grantee  is  entitled  to  equitable  relief  for  improvements 
made  upon  the  premises  in  good  faith,  to  the  extent  of  such  equit- 
able claim/ 

46.  The  Pennsylvania  courts,  in  interpreting  their  statute,  have, 
as  we  have  seen,^  come  to  a  conclusion  similar  to  that  reached  in 
New  York,  and  have  been  very  decided  in  the  expression  of  their 
opinion.     ^^We  hold,"  say  the  court  in  Bear  v.  Bear,*  ^^that  the 

-i  White  V.  Wager,  32  Barb.  250. 

s  WinaDB  v,  Peebles,  31  Barb.  371 ;  North  Amer.  Reriew,  No.  204,  (Jul/,  1864), 
pp.  34,  57.  See,  al«o,  Gmger  v.  Crager,  5  Barb.  225;  Voorhees  v.  Preeb.  Church, 
17  Barb.  104;  Simmonft  v.  McElwain,  26  Barb.  419;  Wallace  o.  Basset,  41  Barb. 
92  ;  KoUs  v.  De  Leyer,  Ibid.  208  ;  Porter  v,  Moant,  Ibid.  561 ;  Ooss  v.  GahiU,  42 
Barb.  310  ;  and  additional  cases  cited  ante,  note  to  {  22. 

s  White  V.  Wager,  25  N.  T.  328 ;  Winans  v.  Peebles,  32  N.  Y.  423. 

*  Wioans  v.  Peebles,  32  N.  Y.  423.  »  Ante,  }{  18,  22. 

•  Bear  «.  Bear,  33  Pa.  St  525. 
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Act  protected  the  wife's  property  against  her  husband's  creditors 
by  protecting  it  against  him.  What  ironld  the  protection  be  i^orth, 
if  it  made  her  a  ftme  solej  authorized  her  to  enter  into  contracts 
with  him,  and  to  assume  pecuniary  obligations  to  him  ?  How 
long  would  her  property  remain  secured  to  her?  Such  parties  can 
not  deal  on  equal  terms.  A  wife  is  even  more  defenceless  than 
is  a  ward  dealing  with  his  guardian."  In  another  case  the  court 
Bay:  "We  have  gone  very  far  in  the  way  of  statutory  enfranchise- 
ment of  married  women.  Almost  all  the  disabilities,  and  with  them 
the  securities,  of  the  common  law,  are  taken  from  her ;  and  if  legis- 
lation goes  on  according  to  its  modern  tendencies,  she  will  be  left 
before  long  entirely  competent  to  contract  on  her  own  account,  and 
entirely  exposed,  therefore,  to  all  the  importunities,  intrigues,  and 
frauds  which  her  husband  or  others  may  be  disposed  to  practice. 
What  will  the  Act  of  1848  be  worth  to  her,  when  she  recovers  her 
coveted  freedom  to  alien  and  encumber  her  estate  at  pleasure."^ 

47.  It  has  been  held  in  Iowa,  under  the  code  of  that  State,  that 
a  married  woman  may  convey  directly  to  her  husband,  or  release  to 
him  her  interest  in  his  real  estate.'  "  She  is  also  given,"  said  the 
court,  "full  power  to  convey  her  interest  in  real  estate  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  persons;  and  can  receive  gifts  and  grants  of  prop- 
erty from  her  husband  without  the  intervention  of  trustees 

If  she  conveys  her  interest  in  real  estate  to  the  husband,  or  if  she 
shall  release  to  him  an  inchoate  right  in  his  estate,  for  a  consider- 

1  Heagh  v.  Jones,  32  P».  St.  433.  See  North  Amer.  Review,  No.  204,  (Juljr,  1864), 
pph  34, 57-8.  That  portion  of  the  PenDsylraDia  stAtnte  which  heart  upoa  the  question 
discussed  in  the  text  is  as  foUows:  *<  Rvery  species  and  description  of  properly  .  .  . 
which  may  be  owned  by,  or  belong  to,  any  single  woman,  shall  continue  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  such  woman  as  fully  after  her  marriage  as  before^  and  all  such  property,  of 
whatever  name  or  kind,  which  shall  accrue  to  any  married  woman  during  corertnre 
by  will,  descent,  deed  of  conreyance,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  owned,  used  and  eigoyed 
by  such  married  woman  as  her  own  separate  property,"  &c.    Purdon's  Dig.  by 
Brightly,  p.  699,  {11.    In  a  note  to  Bmerson  v.  Clapton,  3  Amer.  Law  Reg.  N.  S. 
pp.  630,  534,  it  is  said:  "The  first  impression  of  the  courts,  in  the  construction  oC 
thia  Act,  WAS  that  it  made  a  radical  change  in  the  condition  of  a/emseover^.and  gave 
her,  in  all  respects  that  concerned  her  property,  the  full  rights  and  privileges  of  a 
feme  toU,  and  there  are  many  diela  to  that  effect.    Gummings'  Appeal,  1  Jones,  272  ; 
Goodyear  «.  Rumbaugb,  1  Harris,  480 ;  Sheidle  v.  Weishlee,  4  Id.  138,  kc.    The 
subsequent  canes,  however,  have  not  been  disposed  to  give  the  Act  so  wide  a  scope, 
and  have  been  adverse  to  a  marrried  woman's  possession  of  many  powers  claimed  for 
her  under  it "    For  a  further  expression  of  opinion  upon  this  subject,  consult  the 
authorities  cited  ante  in  note  to  {  IS. 

<  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  Iowa,  46. 
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ation  just  and  adequate,  untainted  by  fraud,  circumvention,  or  im- 
proper influences,  it  seems  to  us  that  in  equity  she  is  bound  by  it. 
Having  the  power  to  convey  her  real  estate  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  persons,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  she  might  not  convey  it 
to  her  huhband,  and  in  return,  or  in  consideration  thereof,  she 
receive  from  him  a  grant  or  conveyance  of  other  property.  If  so, 
why  may  she  not,  for  a  money  consideration,  make  or  execute  a 
release  of  her  interest  in  his  real  estate?*' 

48.  In  a  Michigan  case^  involving  a  question  as  to  the  power  of  a 
married  woman  to  convey  her  separate  estate  without  the  concur- 
rence of  her  husband,  the  court,  in  giving  a  construction  to  the 
statute  of  that  State,  observed:  **The  land  in  question  being  the 
property  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  by  her  to 
Parrish,  she  had  power,  under  the  Act  of  1855,*  to  sell  and  convey 
it '  in  like  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried.' 
The  obvious  intention  of  the  Act  of  1855  was  to  give  to  z,feme  covert 
the  same  control  over  and  power  of  alienation  of  her  property  as  she 
would  have  liKfenie  sole;  and  the  husband's  assent  is  no  longer 
necessary  to  render  valid  a  conveyance  by  her  of  her  separate  estate, 
as  against  herself.  Whether  the  husband,  if  living  with  her,  or 
surviving  her,  may  not  have  rights  adverse  to  the  claim  of  her 
vendee  to  possession,  and  superior  to  that  claim  during  the  life  of 
such  husband,  is  a  question  not  involved  in  this  case ;  certainly  no 
one  but  the  husband  can  dispute  the  plaintiffs  title.*'^  It  does  not 
appear  to  have  beeti  decided,  however,  that  a  deed,  or  release  by 
the  wife  to  the  husband,  is  good ;  in  one  case  a  doubt  was  expressed 
as  to  the  power  of  the  wife  to  receive  a  valid  conveyance  directly 
from  her  husband.* 

If  the  deed  of  the  husband  be  avoided  d^wer  ie  restored. 

49.  A  wife  who  joins  with  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  his 
lands,  is  not  a  party  thereto  except  for  the  purpose  of  relinquishing 
ber  dower.  She  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  alienating  a  real  sub- 
sisting estate,  but  as  releasing  a  future  contingent  right.  Her 
renunciation  of  dower  is  to  attend  the  conveyance  of  her  husband ; 

1  Farr  v.  Sherman,  11  Mich.  33.  *  Seas.  Laws,  1855,  p.  420. 

>  See,  also.  Brown  v.  Fifield,  4  Mich.  322 ;  Starkweather  v.  Smith,  6  Mich.  3*77 ; 
Watson  V.  Thurber,  11  Mich.  457 ;  Amperse  v.  Burdeodo,  14  Aroer.  Law  Reg.  275. 

*  People  V.  Horton,  4  Mich.  67.  See  Fritz  v,  FriU,  23  Ind.  388  ;  Baxter  v.  Bodkin, 
35  Ind.  172. 
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to  endure  while  that  endares,  and  no  longer.^  Hence,  if  the  con- 
veyance  of  the  husband  be  inoperative,  or  if  it  be  set  aside,  or 
avoided,  the  right  of  dower  remains  unimpaired.' 

50.  It  is  upon  this  principle  that  dower  is  restored  where  a  con- 
veyance in  which  the  wife  has  joined,  is  set  aside  as  fraudulent  as 
to  the  creditors  of  the  husband.^  And  in  a  case  where  lands  were 
sold  on  execution,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  redemp- 
tion, the  judgment  debtor  and  his  wife  executed  a  mortgage  upon 
the  same  lands,  but  the  premises  were  not  redeemed,  and  the  pur- 
chaser received  a  sheriiTs  deed,  it  was  decided  that  the  right  of 
dower  was  not  barred  by  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  because 
the  estate  mortgaged  was  extinguished  by  the  failure  to  redeem 
from  the  prior  sale.^  So  where  the  wife  relinquished  her  dower  by 
joining  her  husband  in  a  deed  containing  the  usual  coyenants ;  and 
the  grantee  afterwards  recovered  judgment  and  satisfaction  against 
the  husband  for  an  alleged  breach  of  his  covenants  ^Hhat  he  was 
lawfully  seized  and  had  good  right  to  convey;"  it  was  held  that  such 
deed  could  not  be  made  use  of  to  bar  the  wife  of  her  dower  in  the 
lands.  ^'The  estate,"  the  court  said,  ^'did  not  pass  from  Parsons 
to  Ilinkley,  as  appears  by  his  own  allegations  and  proceedings ; 
and  the  relinquishment  of  dower  by  the  wife  can  not  now  avail, 
since  there  is  no  estate  for  it  to  operate  upon."^  So  where  a  widow 
who  was  administratrix  of  her  husband's  estate,  surrendered  her 
dower  in  part  satisfaction  of  a  claim  asserted  against  the  estate,  and 
the  settlement  was  afterwards  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  the 
creditor,  it  was  held  that  the  right  to  dower  was  thereby  revived.^ 

JRelease  after  the  husband* $  death. 

51.  After  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  right  of  dower  may  be 

^  Clowes  V.  Dickenson,  6  John.  Ch.  235,  246 ;  Douglass  v.  McCoy,  5  Ohio,  522, 
527  ]  Blain  o.  Harrison,  11  III.  384 ;  Rickard  v,  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  R.  158  ;  Fisher  v, 
Orimes,  1  Smedes  k  Marsh.  Ch.  107.  See  Davison  v.  Waile,  2  Munf.  527 ;  ante, 
chapters  i.  and  if. 

'  Rickard  v.  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  R.  158  ;  Robinson  v.  Bates,  3  Met.  40  \  Stinson  v. 
Samner,  9  Mass.  143;  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  111.  384;  Summers  o.  Babb,  13  111.  483 ; 
Woodworth  v.  Paige,  5  Ohio  St.  70. 

'  Robinson  v.  Bates,  3  Met.  40 ;  Woodworth  v,  Paige,  5  Ohio  St.  70 ;  Summers  v. 
Babb,  13  111.  483.     See  toI.  i.,  ch.  zxz. 

*  Blain  v,  Harrison,  11  111.  384.    And  see  ante,  }  41. 

^  Stinson  v.  Samner,  9  Mass.  143.  *  Pinson  v.  Williams,  23  Missis.  64. 
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extinguished  by  release  to  the  terre-tenant.*  But  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  release  by  the  widow  of  her  right  of  dower, 
and  the  release  of  her  action  of  dower  ;  for  if  she  release  her  right 
of  dower,  it  will  be  a  bar  whether  it  be  made  to  the  tenant  of  the 
freehold,  or  to  the  person  in  reversion.  But  if  the  release  be  of 
all  ^*  actions  of  dower/'  or  of  ^^all  actions  real,"  and  such  release, 
instead  of  being  made  to  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  is  granted  to 
the  person  in  reversion,  it  will  not  bar  the  right  to  endowment. 
The  reasons  upon  which  this  distinction  is  founded  will  appear  in  a 
supposed  case,  stated  by  way  of  example  on  each  form  of  release. 

52.  If  a  widow  entitled  to  dower  out  of  lands  limited  to  B.  for 
life  with  remainder  to  0.  in  fee,  release  all  her  right  to  C,  and 
afterwards  implead  B.  for  dower,  he  may  take  advantage  of  the 
release  to  C. ;  and  so  would  G.  after  B.'s  death,  be  allowed  the 
benefit  of  a  similar  release  to  B. ;  because  the  right  to  dower  arises 
out  of  both  the  estate  for  life  and  that  in  reversion^  and  when  the 
jus  habendiy  which  is  the  principal,  is  released,  it  follows  that  the 
action,  which  is  but  the  instrument  to  recover  it,  is  also  gone.' 
But  if  the  release  to  0.  were  not  of  the  right,  but  of  the  action,  it 
would  not  extinguish  the  dower  ;  for  the  widow  would  have  no  right 
of  action  against  0.,  but  against  B.  only ;  and  an  action  of  dower 
being  a  real  action,  can  only  be  released  like  other  real  actions,  to 
the  tenant  of  the  freehold.'  Therefore,  as  the  widow  could  not 
sue  0.  for  dower,  he  not  being  tenant  of  the  freehold,  if  B.,  who 
was  such  tenant,  were  to  plead  to  the  writ  the  release  to  C,  her 
replication  that  G.  had  nothing  in  the  freehold  at  the  time  of  the 
release,  would  be  suflScient  to  avoid  the  plea ;  it  being  an  established 
rule,  that  in  order  to  give  validity  to  a  release  of  actions  real,  the 
releasee  must  be  tenant  of  the  freehold,  either  in  deed  or  in  law.^ 
It  is  necessary  in  a  plea  of  such  a  release,  to  aver  that  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  made  was  tenens  liberi  tenementi^ 

1  Park,  Dow.  212  ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  563  ;  Shep.  Touch.  328;  Ahham's  case,  8 
Go.  151 ;  Thatcher  v.  Howland,  2  Met.  41 ;  Gray  v.  McGaoe,  23  Pa.  St.  447 ;  Mat- 
lock V.  Lee,  9  Ind  298.  Nor  U  it  an/  answer  to  a  plea  of  release  that  an  order  was 
gi?en  for  the  consideration  of  the  release,  upon  a  third  person,  who  did  not  accept 
or  pay  it.    Matlock  v.  Lee,  9  Ind.  298.    See  ante,  ch.  ii. 

s  Go.  Liu.  265  a.,  267  b. ;  1  Rep.  112  b. ;  8  Rep.  151  b. 

*  Litt.  2  495.    See  ante,  ch.  ▼.,  {  3. 

«  Altham's  case,  8  Co.  150, 151  b. 

A  Anon.  Cro.  Jac.  151,  quoted  ante,  {  40,  note ;  Park,  Dow.  213 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k 
W.  663-5. 
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D^ecUve  conveyance  executed  during  coverture  can  not  he  reformed 

ae  to  the  wife. 

53.  In  England,  a  great  diversity  of  opinion  has  existed  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  husband's  covenant  or  agreement  that  the  wife 
should  join  with  him  in  levying  a  fine,  and  whether  a  court  of  equity 
would  compel  a  specific  performance  of  such  covenant  or  agree- 
ment*^ Formerly,  it  was  almost  uniformly  held,  that  specific  per- 
formance would  be  decreed  against  the  husband,  although  the  wife 
should  refuse  to  join  in  levying  a  fine.  In  Tothill's  Reports,  there 
are  several  decrees  of  this  nature  ;^  and  in  Hall  v.  Hardy,'  Sir 
Joseph  Jekyll  said  ^^  there  have  been  a  hundred  precedents,  where, 
if  the  husband,  for  a  valuable  consideration  covenants  that  the  wife 
shall  join  with  him  in  a  fine,  the  court  has  decreed  the  husband  to 
do  it,  for  that  he  has  undertaken  it,  and  must  lie  by  it  if  he  does 
not  perform  it."  And  it  would  seem  from  the  language  of  the 
reporter,  that  in  some  instances  decrees  were  made  against  the 
wife,  personally.^  In  one  case,  it  was  decreed  that  a  man  should 
compel  his  wife  and  another  man's  wife,  to  levy  a  fine.^  In  another, 
it  is  said  to  have  been  held,  that  if  a  feme  covert  agree  with  her 
husband  to  levy  a  fine,  she  shall,  after  his  death,  be  compelled  to 
perform  the  agreement.^  This  extreme  doctrine,  however,  is  modi- 
fied by  later  decisions.  ^*  Since  the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  equity  in  the  specific  performance  of  agreements,  and  the  rules 
as  to  the  disabilities  of  coverture  have  been  more  clearly  settled," 
Mr.  Jacob  observes,  ^^  these  early  cases  can  not  now  be  received 
as  authorities  without  some  qualifications."^  There  are,  however, 
many  cases  in  the  English  reports  tending  to  establish  the  general 
proposition,  that  the  husband  is  bound  in  equity  to  perform  his 
covenant,  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  to  procure  his 


I  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  54Q;  Park,  Dow.  202. 

'  HaddoD'8  caM,  Toth.  205  ;  QriiBn  v,  Taylor,  Ibid.  106 ;  Bartj  v.  Herenden,  Ibid. 
166;  Sands  «.  Tomlinson,  Ibid.  157.  If  the  hasband  failed  to  perform  according  to 
ibe  decree,  be  wae  compelled  to  enffer  imprisonment  by  way  of  penalty. 

*  Halt  V.  Hardy,  3  P.  Wms.  187,  (1733). 

^  Barty  v,  Herenden,  Toth.  156;  Sands  «.  Tomlinson,  Ibid.  157. 

•  Bust  e.  V^hiitle,  Toth.  94.  •  Baker  «.  Child,  2  Yem.  61. 
Y  1  Boper,  H.  k  W.  545,  546,  note. 
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wife  to  join  with  him  in  a  fine  or  other  conveyance,*  and  Mr. 
Roper  states  this  to  be  the  law.' 

54.  But  in  other  decisions,  this  doctrine  is  denied.  According 
to  Gilbert,  if  a  purchaser  file  a  bill  against  the  husband  and  wife 
for  a  specific  execution  of  the  agreement,  and  the  wife,  upon  private 
examination,  consent,  the  courts  will  decree  it :  "  But  qusere  whether 
the  court  will  decree  it  if  the  bill  be  preferred  against  the  husband 
only ;  because,  if  the  court  should  compel  the  husband,  the  husband 
would  compel  the  wife  who  is  under  his  power,  and  the  wife  ought 
not  by  law  to  convey  by  means  of  any  compulsion  from  her  hus- 
band.*'* In  Emery  v.  Wase,*  Lord  Eldon  said  that  the  point  was 
not  quite  so  well  settled  as  it  had  been  understood  to  be.  That  if 
it  were  perfectly  rcB  inttgra^  he  would  hesitate  long  before  he 
would  say  that  the  husband  was  to  be  understood  to  have  gained 
the  wife's  consent.  "  If  a  man  chooses,*'  he  said,  "  to  contract  for 
the  estate  of  a  married  woman,  or  an  estate  subject  to  dower, 
he  knows  the  property  is  hers  altogether,  or  to  a  given  extent. 
The  purchaser,"  he  added, ''  is  bound  to  regard  the  policy  of  the  law, 
and  what  right  has  he  to  complain  if  she  who  according  to  law  can 
not  part  with  her  property  but  by  her  own  free  will,  expressed  at  the 
time  of  that  act  of  record,  takes  advantage  of  the  locv%  penitentiae  ; 
and  why  is  he  not  to  tnke  his  chance  of  damages  against  the  hus- 
band ?"  In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Jones,*  on  an  action  being  brought 
on  a  covenant  by  the  husband,  that  he  and  his  wife  would  levy  a  fine, 
and  he  could  not  procure  her  concurrence.  Chief  Justice  Mansfield 
said  that  nothing  could  be  more  absurd  than  to  allow  a  married 
woman  to  be  compelled  to  levy  a  fine  through  the  fear  of  her  hus- 
band being  sued  and  thrown  into  jail,  when  the  general  principle  of 

^  In  addition  to  the  cases  before  cited,  see  Barrington  v.  Horn,  5  Vin.  Abr.  547, 
pi.  35;  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  17,  pi.  7  ;  Withers  v,  Pinchnrd,  cited  7  Yes.  Jr  475;  Morris  v, 
Stephenson,  7  Yes.  Jr.  474;  Berry  v.  Wade.  Finch,  180;  Yoaz  v,  Gleas,  Toth  92; 
Wheeler  v.  Newton,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  44,  pi.  5  ;  Prec.  Ch.  16  j  Clark  v.  Greenhill,  1 
Dick.  91. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  642,  545.  •  Lex  Proet,  245. 

*  Emerjr  v.  Wase,  8  Yes.  Jr.  514. 

ft  Davis  V.  Jones.  1  Bos  kF.ii.R,  269.  See,  also,  Otread  v.  Round,  4  Yin.  Ab.  303, 
pl.  4 ;  Bryan  v  Woolley,  1  Bro.  Pari.  Gas.  Torol.  184  ;  4  Yin.  Ab.  57,  pL  19  ;  1  Madd. 
7,  note;  Daniel  v.  Adams,  Ambl.  495  ;  Martin  v.  Mitchell,  2  J.  &  W. 425  ;  flowell  «. 
George,  1  Madd.  1 ;  fnnesv.  Jackson,  16  Y<s.  Jr.  367 ;  Frederick  v.  Cox  well,  3  Yoa. 
k  J.  514;  Emery  V.  Wase,  5  Yes.  Jr.  848  ;  Lloyd  v.  Basnet,  1  Dick.  143  ;  Barry  o. 
Cone,  3  Madd.  472 ;  Sedgwick  v.  Hargrave,  2  Yes.  Sen.  56 ;  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper, 
H.  &  W.  545 ;  1  Bright,  H.  it  \Y,  ch.  11,  {  4  i  ^^^K  ^o^-  202>206. 
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the  law  was,  that  a  married  woman  was  not  compellable  to  levy  a 
fine.     And  this  doctrine  has  been  applied  to  quite  a  recent  case.^ 

55.  In  the  United  States,  the  rale  is  well  settled,  that  an  agree- 
ment to  convey  entered  into  by  the  husband  alone,  or  by  the  hus- 
band and  wife  jointly,  can  not  be  specifically  enforced  against  the 
wife.'  It  was  stated  by  the  court  in  Atwater  v,  Buckingham,'  to 
be  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  the  contract  of 
a  feme  eoverV  is  absolutely  void,  except  where  she  conveys  her 
estate  by  fine  duly  acknowledged,  or  by  some  matter  of  record, 
when  she  is  privately  examined  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the 
conveyance  is  voluntary  on  her  part  ;*  and  it  was  pertinently  re- 
marked that  it  would  be  absurd  to  enforce  a  contract  to  convey, 
made  without  such  an  examination.  It  would  be  saying  that  a 
feme  covert  can  not  directly  convey  lands  unless  she  is  privately 
examined,  and  yet  that  she  can  contract  to  convey  without  such 
examination,  and  such  contract  will  be  enforced  against  her.  By 
this  mode  the  established  law  in  relation  to  a  feme  covert  and  her 
real  estate  would  be  completely  subverted. 

56.  Nor  can  a  deed  defectively  executed,  nor  an  omission  or  mis- 
take as  to  the  parties,  nor  a  misdescription  of  the  premises,  be 
reformed  or  corrected  as  to  the  wife.  Thus,  a  deed  not  acknowl- 
edged by  the  wife  pursuant  to  the  statute  ;^  or  in  which  the  name 
of  the  grantor  is  omitted  ;*  or  which  docs  not  include  lands  intended 
to  be  embraced,^  can  not  be  set  up  in  equity  so  as  to  affect  the 

1  Jordan  v.  Jones,  2  Ph.  170  ;  16  Law  J.  N.  S.  Chan.  93  ;  10  Jurist,  1067.  Bjr 
statute  in  England,  the  hasband  may  now  convey  his  lands  f^ee  from  his  wife's 
dower.    3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  105;  vol.  i.,  Appendix. 

s  2  Kent,  141 ;  Atwater  v.  Buikingham,  &  Day,  492 ;  Martin  o.  Dwelly,  6  Wend. 
9 ;  Wiswall  v.  Hall,  3  Paige,  313 ;  Carr  v.  Williams,  10  Ohio,  305  ;  Purcell  v.  Gos- 
horn,  17  Ohio,  105;  Davenport  v.  Sovil,  6  Ohio  St.  459;  Rosebargh  v.  Sterling,  27 
Pa.  St.  292  ;  Richmond  v.  Robinson,  12  Mich.  193 ;  Tevis  v.  Richardson,  7  Moo.  655. 
Bat  where  an  intestate  left  lands  subject  to  a  contract  to  convey  them,  and  the  widow 
submitted  her  rights  to  the  court  by  petition,  stating  her  willingness  to  release  dower, 
it  was  held  that  as  she  had  placed  herself  within  the  power  of  the  court,  it  could 
compel  her  to  release  the  dower,  and  direct  a  third  of  the  price  to  -be  set  apart  for 
her  benefit.  In  the  Matter  of  Hunter,  1  Edw.  Ch.  1.  See  McCall  v.  McCall,  3  Day, 
402,  and  comments  thereon  In  Carr  v.  Williams,  10  Ohio,  305,  310. 

*  Atwater  v  Buckingham,  5  Day,  492.  ^  See  post,  ch.  ziii. 

*  Martin  v.  Dwelly,  6  Wend.  9.    See  post,  ch.  xiii. 

*  Carr  9.  Williams,  10  Ohio,  305  ;  Purcell  v.  Qoshorn,  17  Ohio,  105. 

T  Davenport  v.  Sovil,  6  Ohio  St.  459;  Wiswall  v.  Hall,  3  Paige,  313.  See,  also, 
Grapengether  v,  Feijavary,  9  Withrow  (Iowa),  163  ;  Green  v.  Branton,  1  Dev.  Eq. 
604. 
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wife.^  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  error  or  omission  is  produced  by 
the  fraud  of  the  husband  make  any  difference  in  this  respect,  unless, 
indeed,  the  wife  is  an  actual  participant  in  the  fraud.*  And  in 
Ohio  it  has  been  said  that  the  fraud  of  the  wife  in  the  transaction 
furnishes  no  ground  for  compulsory  action  on  the  part  of  a  court 
of  equity.' 


^  Bat  it  has  been  held  in  the  Superior  Court  of  New  ITork,  that  a  mistake  in  the 
name  of  the  grantee  may  be  corrected  as  against  the  wife.  Hensing  v.  O'Neills,  Sup. 
Goort,  April,  1664,  26  Law  Reporter,  u96.  In  Ohio,  by  the  Act  of  March  22,  1849, 
(Swan's  Stat,  ed.  1854,  p.  314),  the  courts  are  authorized  to  correct  mistakes  or 
defects  in  the  deeds  of  married  women.  Bat  by  its  terms,  this  Act  applies  only  to 
deeds  executed  after  its  passage.  Davenport  v.  SoYil,  6  Ohio  St.  466.  It  was  after- 
wards so  amended  as  to  apply  to  deeds  previously  executed.  Act  of  April  17, 1857  ; 
1  Swan  k  Gritchf.  694.  A  similar  provision  has  been  adopted  in  Iowa.  Laws 
Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  {  2257. 

s  Wiswall  V.  Hall,  3  Paige,  313.    See  vol.  1.,  ch.  zzz.,  {  10. 

*  Parcoll  V.  Goshorn,  17  Ohio,  105,  124.  To  the  same  effect,  Green  v.  Branton,  I 
Der.  Bq.  504.    See  Raymond  v.  Holden,  2  Gush.  264 ;  1  Story's  Sq.  {  385. 
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Privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  at  common  law. 

1.  The  statute  de  modo  levandt  finesy^  required,  that  where  a  mar- 
ried woman  was  made  party  to  a  fine,  she  should  first  be  examined 
by  the  justices,  to  ascertain  her  consent ;  and  this  private  examina- 
tion was  used,  as  well  where  the  woman  joined  in  a  fine  to  extin- 
^  guish  her  dower,  as  where  it  was  levied  as  a  conveyance  of  her 
estate.'  And  although  fines  only  were  mentioned  in  the  statute, 
yet  it  was  the  usage  in  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  when  a  common 
recovery  was  suffered  by  husband  and  wife,  to  examine  the  wife, 
and  to  grant  a  dedimus  potestatem  to  take  her  acknowledgment 
upon  examination,  as  in  case  of  a  fine.'    Fines  and  recoyeries  are 


1  18  Edw.  I.;  2  Inst.  515. 

s  <t  The  examiuation  of  a/eme  covert  ought  to  be  secret ;  and  the  effect  is  to  examine 
her  whether  she  be  content  to  levie  a  fine  of  such  lands,  (naming  them  particnlarlj 
and  distinctly  I  and  the  state  that  passeth  by  the  fine)  of  her  own  Yoluntary  free 
will,  and  not  bjr  threats,  menaces,  or  any  other  compulsorie  means."  Go.  Litt. 
353  a. ;  2  Inst  515.  "  If  there  be  any  woman  that  hath  a  husband  among  the 
connsori  in  the  fine,  they  do  examine  her  whether  she  be  willing  and  do  it  freely 
without  compulsion  of  her  husband."  Shep.  Touch.  5.  See  Yin.  Ab.  Fine,  (F.  M.)  ; 
1  Prest.  Gonv.  265. 

*  10  Co.  43  a. ;  Park,  Dow.  194.  It  is  said  by  one  author  that  in  common  recor- 
erieSf  this  practice  bad  fallen  into  disuse.  Pigott,  Recor.  Q6,  See,  also,  5  Mod.  210. 
Bnt  this  hat  been  denied.    Park,  Dow.  194. 
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now  abolished  in  England  by  statute  8  4;  4  Will.  IV.,  c.  74,  and 
conveyance  by  deed  substituted  in  their  stead.  By  this  statute  the 
deed  of  a  married  woman  must  be  acknowledged  on  a  separate 
examination. 


Privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  in  the  United  States. 

2.  In  Massachusetts,^  Maine,'  New  Hampshire,^  and  Connec- 
ticut,^ no  privy  examination  or  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  is  re- 
quired to  give  validity  to  her  deed.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  be  acknowl- 
edged by  the  husband  alone.^  In  Indiana,  by  the  present  statute, 
no  distinction  is  made,  in  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  between 
married  women  and  persons  who  are  unmarried  ;^  but  under  former 
statutes,  the  separate  examination  of  a  married  woman  was  indis- 
pensable.^ In  Wisconsin^  and  Kansas,*  married  women  may  con- 
vey their  interests  in  real  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
persons.  In  Michigan, ^^  Minnesota,^^  and  Oregon,"  the  law  is  the 
same  as  to  femei  covert  who  reside  out  of  the  State.  In  most  of 
the  States,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  is  adopted ;  and  unless  the 
wife,  upon  a  separate  examination,  acknowledge  the  execution  of 
the  deed  to  be  her  voluntary  act,  it  is,  as  to  her,  absolutely  void. 
In  New  York,  prior  to  the  statute  of  February  16,  1771  ;**  in  Penn- 
sylvania, before  the  Act  of  February  24,  1770  ;^^  and  in  Maryland, 

1  Dudley  v.  Sumnftr,  5  Mass.  438,  454,  463,  4'r9  ;  GaUin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218,  220  ; 
Foster  v.  Denuison,  9  Ohio,  121;  Stearns,  Real  Act.  288;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed., 
202 ;  2  Ibid.  581,  585. 

>  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  202 ;  2  Ibid.  685.  *  Ibid.  «  Ibid. 

B  As  to  the  rule  in  Vermont,  see  Thornton,  Gonvej.  518 ;  2  Kent,  8th  ed.,  151, 
note ;  Harmon  v.  Tnfl,  1  Tyler,  6 ;  Pratt  v.  Battels,  28  Verm.  685. 

•  1  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1852,  p.  236,  {  23. 

T  Glark  v.  Redman,  1  Blackf.  379;  McNeely  v,  Ruckner,  6  Blackf.  391 ;  Stevens 
V.  Doe,  6  Blackf.  475  ;  Dawson  v.  Shirley,  Ibid.  531 ;  Davis  v.  Bartholomew,  3  lud. 
485.  See  Owen  v.  Norris,  5  Blackf.  481.  If  a  deed  contain  several  tracts  of  land, 
and  the  wife  acknowledge  as  to  but  a  part,  she  does  not  relinquish  as  to  the  resi- 
due.   Woods  V.  Polbemus,  8  Ind.  60. 

B  Rev.  &taL  Wis.  1658,  p.  539,  {  12. 

*  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  354,  {  9.    See  p.  479,  {  8. 

»  2  Oomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  840.  2  13.  ^^  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  398,  {  13. 

»  Stat.  Oregon.  1855,  p.  520,  2  15. 

u  2  Van  Schaack,  611 ;  3  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  App.  22  ;  Jackson  o.  Gilchrist,  15  John. 
89  ;  Meriam  v.  Harsen,  2  Barb.  Oh.  232  ;  Van  Winkle  r.  Gonstantine,  6  Seld.  422  ; 
ante,  cfa.  xii.,  2  10.     See  Hunt  v,  Johnson,  19  N.  V.  279. 

14  Purdun's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  p.  311,  2  I^  i  Davey  v.  Turner,  I  DaU.  11 ;  Lloyd  v. 
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anterior  to  the  law  of  1674,*  no  uniform  practice  seems  to  have 
been  observed  ;  and  deeds  were  not  unfrequently  executed  by  mar- 
ried women  without  any  separate  examination.  In  Pennsylvania, 
as  we  have  already  seen,  these  early  conveyances  were  sustained 
by  the  courts.*  In  New  York  and  Maryland,  as  well  as  in  Penn- 
sylvania, healing  statutes  were  enacted,  intended  to  cure  defects  in 
such  conveyances  as  were  supposed  not  to  be  properly  acknowl- 
edged.' Since  the  passage  of  the  Acts  above  mentioned,  a  separate 
examination  of  the  wife  has  been  necessary  in  New  York  and  Penn- 
sylvania, and  until  recently,  in  Maryland,  to  render  her  deed  valid.* 
The  present  statute  of  Maryland  dispenses  with  the  neces- 
sity of  a  private  examination.^     In  Rhode  Island  since  1798;^  in 

Tavlor,  Ibid.  17;  WaUon  v.  Bailej,  1  Binn.  470;  Kirk  v.  Dean,  2  Binn.  341 ;  aote, 
ch.  xii.,  2  11. 

1  8e8s.  1674,  ch.  2,  {  6;  Laws  of  Maryl.  vol.  vii.,  Appendix;  Chase's  case,  1 
Bland,  Ch.  206,  230 ;  ante,  ch.  xii.,  {  8. 

'  Ante,  ch.  xli ,  {  11 ;  post,  {6.  *  Post,  ch.  xiv. 

*  In  New  York,  Jaekt;on  v.  Sears,  10  John.  435,  440;  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  16 
John  89  ;  Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  John.  110  ;  Jackson  v.  Gumaer,  2  Cow.  552;  Doe 
V.  Howland,  8  Cow.  277 ;  Martin  v.  Dwell/,  6  Wend.  9 ;  Gillet  v.  Stanley,  1  HiU, 
121  ;  1  Hopk.  Ch.  267;  Meriam  v.  EJarsen,  2  Barb.  Ch.  232;  Curtis  v.  FoIIett,  15 
Barb.  337 ;  Elwood  v.  Klock,  13  Barb.  50;  Dennis  v.  Tarpennj,  20  Barb.  371. 

In  Pennsylvania,  James  v.  Lyon,  3  Yeates,  471 ;  Jamison  v.  Jamison,  3  Whart. 
457;  Watson  v.  Bailey,  1  Binn.  470;  Kirk  v.  Dean,  2  Binn.  341  ;  M'lotire  v.  Ward, 
5  Binn.  296 ;  Shaller  v.  Brand,  6  Binn.  435 ;  Evans  v.  The  Commonwealth,  4  S.  & 
R.  272  ;  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  S.  &  R.  289 ;  Jones  v,  Maffet,  Ibid.  523 ;  Watson  v. 
Mercer,  6  S.  ft  li.  48;  Fowler  v.  McClurg,  Ibid.  143 ;  Share  v.  Anderson,  7  S.  ft  R. 
43;  Junrdan  v.  Jourdan,  9  S.  ft  R.  268  ;  West  v.  West,  10  S.  ft  R.  445  ;  Steele  v, 
Thompson,  14  S.  ft  R.  84;  Barnet  v,  Barnet,  15  S.  ft  R.  72 ;  Mercer  v,  Watson,  1 
l^^atts,  330,  356 ;  Withers  v.  Baird,  7  Watts,  227 ;  Green  v.  Drinker,  7  W.  ft  S.  440  ; 
Schradero.  Decker,  9  Barr,  14  ;  Louden  v.  Blythe,  4  Harris,  532  ;  s  c.  3  Casey,  22  ; 
Stuopd  t;  Blackford,  Ibid.  213  ;  Walsh  v,  Kelly,  10  Casey,  84;  Kerkland  v.  Hfpsel- 
geUtVf  2  Grant,  81;  Rumfelt  v.  Clemens,  10  Wright,  455;  Talbot  v.  Simpson,  I 
Peters,  C.  C.  186;  McKeen  v.  Delancy,  5  Cranch,  22 ;  Hepburn  v.  Dubois,  12  Peters, 
345.  The  presence  of  a  witness  at  the  time  of  the  separate  examination  of  the  wife, 
does  DO*,  affect  the  validity  of  the  deed.    Jones  v,  MafTet,  5  S.  ft  R.  523. 

In  Maryland,  Corporation,  ftc  ,  v.  Hammond,  1  Har.  ft  J.  580 ;  Heath  v.  Eden, 
Ibid.  751  ;  Peddicoart  v,  Rigges,  Ibid.  293 ;  Jacob  v,  Kraner,  Ibid.  291 ;  Hawkins  v. 
Burress,  Ibid.  513 ;  Partridge  v.  Partridge,  2  Har.  ft  J.  62;  Holliogworth  v.  McDon- 
ald, Ibid.  230 ;  Hammond  v.  Brice,  1  Har.  ft  M'H.  322 ;  Webster  v.  Hall,  2  Har.  ft 
V'U.  19;  Flanagan  v.  Young,  Ibid.  38;  Ridgely  v.  Howard,  3  Har.  ft  M'H.  321; 
X>ewi8  V.  Waters,  Ibid.  430 ;  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch.  206,  230 ;  Rhea  V.  Rhenner, 
1  Peters,  D.  S.  105. 

ft  I  Md.  Code,  p.  327,  {  11. 

•  Dig.  Laws  R.  L  1798,  p.  267,  {  7 ;  Rev.  Stot.  R.  L  1857,  p.  316,  J  7 ;  p.  317,  {{  9, 
11 ;  Manchester  v.  Hough,  6  Mason,  67;  Churchill  v.  Monroe,  1  R.  h  209. 
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New  Jersey  since  1743,^  and  in  Virginia  since  1748,^  a  sepa* 
rate  examination  has  been  required.  A  privy  examination 
and  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  is  also  required  in  Ohio,'  Ken- 
tucky/ Delaware,*  Florida/  North  Carolina/  South   Carolina/ 


1  AlUnson,  132;  Moore  v.  Bftke,  2  Datch.  674,  578;  Sheppard  v.  WardeU,  Coze, 
452  ;  Den  v.  Geiger,  4  Halst.  225  ;  White  v.  White,  1  Harrison,  202  ;  Howell  v.  Ash- 
more,  2  Zab.  264.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  9,  note. 

>  5  Hen.  Stat.  410,  411;  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  613,  {{  4|  "^ ;  Harvey  o.  Borden,  2 
Wash.  156;  Harvey  v.  Pecks,  1  Manf.  518  ;  Counts  v.  Geiger,  1  Call,  190 ;  Ware  v. 
Cary,  2  Call,  263 ;  Currie  v.  Page,  2  Leigh,  620 ;  Langhorne  «.  Hobson,  4  Leigh, 
224;  Tod  o.  Baylor,  Ibid.  498  ;  Hairston  v.  Randolphs,  12  Leigh,  445. 

s  1  Swan  &  Critcfaf.,  pp.  461,  462,  464;  Newcomb  v.  Smith,  Wright,  208;  John- 
ston V,  Haines,  2  Ohio,  55 ;  Brown  v,  Farran,  3  Ohio,  140  ;  Worthington  v.  Young,  6 
Ohio,  313  ;  Connell  v.  Connell,  Ibid.  353;  Hubbel  v.  Broadwell,  6  Ohio,  12U;  Fos- 
ter V.  Dennison,  9  Ohio,  121 ;  Dunlap  v.  Mitchell,  10  Ohio,  117  ;  Good  v.  Zercher, 
12  Ohio,  364  ;  Meddock  v.  Williams,  Ibid.  377  ;  Silliman  o.  Cnmmins,  13  Ohio,  116; 
Barton  v.  Morris,  15  Ohio,  408  ;  Chestnut  f.  Shane,  16  Ohio,  599 ;  Ruffner  o. 
McLenan,  Ibid.  639 ;  Card  o.  Patterson,  5  Ohio  St.  31 9 ;  Williams  v.  Robson,  6  uhio  St. 
610 ;  Newell  v.  Anderson,  7  Ohio  St.  12  ;  Ward  v.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  St.  231 ;  Con- 
over  V.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St.  450 ;  Raverty  v.  Fridge,  3  McLean,  230. 

*  1  Rev.  St.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  281,  {  20 ;  Steele  v.  Lewis,  1  Mon.  48 ;  Haghes  v. 
McKinsey,  5  Mon.  38 ;  Tevis  v.  Richardson,  7  Mon.  655 ;  Philips  v.  Green,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  9 ;  Jones  v.  Todd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  359 ;  Woods  v.  Caldwell,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
239 ;  Tomlin  v.  McChord,  Ibid.  135 ;  Barnett  v.  Shackleford,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  532  ; 
Kay  V.  Jones,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  38;  Nantz  v.  Bailey,  3  Dana,  111  ;  Miller  v.  Shackleford, 
Ibid.  289;  Brown  v.  Starke,  Ibid.  316;  Worthington  v.  Middleton,  6  Dana,  300 ; 
Thompson  v.  Peebles,  Ibid.  387  ;  Applegate  v.  Gracy,  9  Dana,  215  ;  Oldham  v.  Sale, 
1  B.  Mon.  76 ;  Gregory  v.  Ford,  5  B.  Mon.  481;  McCann  v.  fidwardii,  6  B.  Mon. 
208 ;  Gill  v,  Fauntleroy,  8  B.  Mon.  177  ;  Blackburn  v,  Pennington,  Ibid.  217  ;  Ford 
V.  Gregory,  10  B.  Mon.  175 ;  Elliott  v.  Peirsoll,  1  McLean,  11 ;  a.  c.  1  Peters,  U.  S. 
328. 

*  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  267,  {  4;  except  as  to  deeds  executed  prior  to  May  1, 
1811.     Ibid.  I  5. 

•  Thompson's  Dig.  178. 

T  Gilchrist  v.  Buie,  1  Dev.  k  B.  Eq.  346 ;  Sutton  v.  Sutton,  1  Dev.  k  B.  L.  582 ; 
Rich  V.  Beediog,  2  Ired.  L.  240;  Pierce  v,  Wanett,  10  Ired.  L.  446;  Hathaway  v. 
Davenport,  2  Jones,  L.  152;  Matter  of  Dozier's  Heirs,  1  Dev.  Eq.  118;  Green  v. 
Branton,  Ibid.  501 ;  Askew  v.  Daniel,  5  Ired.  Eq.  321 ;  Jones  v,  Lewis,  5  Ired  L. 
70 ;  Burgess  v.  Wilsott,  2  Dev.  L.  306  ;  Robinson  v,  Barfield,  2  Murph.  390  ;  Lncaa 
V,  Cobb,  1  Dev.  k  B.  L.  228;  Skinner  v.  Fletcher,  1  Ired.  L.  313 ;  Etheridge  v.  Ash- 
bee,  9  Ired.  L.  353 ;  Barfield  v.  Combs,  4  Dev.  L.  514;  Fenner  v.  Jasper,  1  Dev.  k 
B.  L.  34. 

•  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  269,  {{  6,  6 ;  2  Ibid.  p.  349,  {{  22,  23 ;  HiUegos  v.  Hartley,  1 
Hill,  106;  Scanlan  v.  Turner,  1  Bail.  L.  421  ;  Gough  v.  Walker,  1  N.  A  M.  469; 
Harrell  v.  Elliott,  Taylor,  139  ;  s.  c.  2  Hayw.  68 ;  Brown  o.  Spann,  Mills,  Con.  Coart, 
240.  The  renunciation  of  the  wife  must  be  recorded,  or  as  to  her  the  deed  will  be 
void.     Gough  V,  Walker,  IV.  kU,  469 ;  Hillegos  v.  HarUey,  1  HiU,  106. 
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Tennessee/  Michigan,'  Arkansas,^  Missouri,^  Illinois,^  Oregon,* 
Alabama,^  Mississippi,^  Minnesota,'  and  was  formerly  necessary 
in  lowa.^* 


Hie  officer  taking  the  achnowUdgment  miM  be  dieintereeted. 

8.  A  magistrate  can  not  take  the  wife's  renunciation  of  dower 
apon  a  conveyance  in  which  he  is  interested.^^  Thus,  where  a  magis- 
trate was  bound  to  make  title  by  a  conveyance  from  a  third  person, 
he  was  held  incompetent  to  receive  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
grantor's  wife.^  So  where  he  was  himself  the  purchaser,  a  renuncia- 
tion before  him  was  held  void,  although  the  conveyance  was  taken 
to  a  stranger  in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  purchaser,  and  the 


^  L«neter  o.  Tamer,  I  Terg.  413 ;  Penj  v.  Calhooni  8  Hamph.  551 ;  Montgomety 
«.  Bobson,  Meigs,  437.  Bat  where  there  htm  beea  a  lale  bj  virtue  of  a  decree  of  the 
court  in  proceedings  under  the  Act  of  1827,  no  priTjr  examination  is  required.  Win- 
chester V.  Winchester,  1  Head,  460. 

s  Siblej  V.  Johnson,  I  Mann.  380;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  839,  {12.  But  the 
rule  is  otherwise  as  to  non-residents.     Ibid  p.  840,  {  13. 

s  Dig.  Stat.  Arlc.  1858,  p.  267,  2  21 ;  Witter  v.  Biscoe,  8  Bug.  422 ;  SlUott  e. 
Pierce,  20  Arli.  508. 

*  Thomas  o.  Meir,  18  Misso.  573  ;  Chauyin  v.  Wagner,  Ibid.  631 ;  Rogers  v.  Woodj, 
23  Misso.  548  ;  McDowell  v.  Little,  33  Misso.  523.  See  Lecompte  v.  Wash,  9  Misso. 
551. 

*  Mariner  v.  Saunders,  6  Qilm.  113;  Hughes  v.  Cummings,  11  111.  123;  Mason  v. 
Brock,  12  111.  213 ;  Qarrett  o.  Moss,  22  111.  363  ;  Gove  v.  Gather,  23  IlL  634 ;  Ches- 
ter V.  Romsej,  26  111.  97 ;  JSx  parU  McElwain,  29  111.  442. 

*  Moore  v.  Thomas,  1  Oregon,  201;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {  13;  p.  620, 
{14.  A  privy  examination  is  not  necessary  where  the  wife  is  a  non-resident.  Ibid, 
p.  620,  {  15. 

7  Owen  V.  Paul,  16  Ala.  130  ;  Bslava  v.  Lepretre,  21  Ala.  604 ;  Martin  v.  Martin^ 
22  Ala.  86;  Garter  v.  Garlej,  23  Ala.  612;  Dundas  v.  Hitchcock,  12  How.  U.  S. 
256  ;  Glaj's  Dig.  p.  155,  {  27.     See  p.  174,  {{  10,  11. 

*  How.  k  Hutch.  347 ;  Agricul.  Bk.  o.  Rice,  4  How.  U.  S.  225 ;  Warren  v.  Brown^ 
26  Mbsia.  66;  Love  v.  Taylor,  26  Missis.  567;  Toulmin  v.  Heidelberg,  32  Missis. 
268. 

^  *  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  {  13;  p.  398,  {12.  Anon-resident  married  woman  maj 
acknowledge  a  deed  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole.    Ibid.  p.  398,  {  13. 

»  OTerrall  v.  Simplot,  4  G.  Greene,  162;  Westfall  v.  Lee,  7  Glarke,  12;  Grapen- 
gether  v.  Feijerrary,  9  With.  163;  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381.  See  Laws 
Iowa,  Rey.  1860,  {{  2216,  2255 ;  ante,  ch.  zii.,  {  47 ;  post,  {  24. 

u  Withers  v.  Baird,  7  Watts,  227 ;  Beaman  «.  Whitney,  7  Shepl.  413 ;  Groesbeck 
V.  Soeley,  13  Mich.  330;  s.  o.  Amer.  Law  Reg.  July,  1865,  p.  572 ;  Scanlan  v.  Tor* 
ner,  1  Bailey,  L.  421. 

u  Withers  v.  Baird,  7  Watts,  227. 

VOL.  U.  20 
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latter  had  no  longer  any  title  to  the  land,  either  at  law  or  in  equity.^ 
And  iKrhere  an  acknowledgment  was  taken  and  certified  by  a  magis- 
trate who  was  disqualified  by  interest,  suppletory  evidence  that  it 
was  made  by  the  wife  freely  and  voluntarily,  will  not  avail.*  The 
reason  for  this  rule  was  well  stated  by  Gibson,  J.,  in  Withers  v. 
Baird:'  '^The  ofBce  of  a  magistrate,  in  respect  to  private  exami- 
nation, is  a  judicial  and  delicate  one.  Entrusted  with  the  business 
of  inspecting  the  wife's  knowledge  and  will,  he  should  be  superior 
to  all  exception  on  the  score  of  impartiality.  When  he  is  bound  to 
procure  her  concurrence,  his  inducement  to  abuse  his  trust  is  as 
strong  as  if  the  coi^veyance  were  made  to  himself;  and  it  would 
not  be  pretended  that  his  judicial  functions  could  be  exercised  in 
his  own  case.  His  responsibility  for  the  conveyance,  whether  through 
hiniself,  or  directly  to  the  defendant,  made  him  equally  a  party  in 
interest ;  and  no  consent,  short  of  an  agreement  by  the  vendee  to 
take  a  defective  title,  which  is  not  pretended,  could  supply  the 
place  of  a  separate  examination.  To  say  that  the  wife  might  pre- 
cedently  waive  her  protection  from  it,  would  be  absurd ;  she  can 
waive  nothing  or  assent  to  nothing,  except  in  the  way  pointed  out 
by  the  law.''* 

4.  It  has  been  held  in  Iowa,  that  an  individual  owning  an  interest 
in  a  tract  of  land,  is  not  so  far  interested  in  the  entire  land,  as  to 
prevent  him,  in  his  official  character,  from  taking  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  deed  conveying  to  a  third  party  another  and  distinct 
interest  in  the  same  land.'^  So  the  fact  that  the  grantee  in  a 
deed  and  the  party  before  whom  it  was  acknowledged,  had  an 
agreement  that  each  should  purchase  distinct  shares  in  the  same 
land,  with  a  view  to  a  joint  speculation,  might  be  a  circumstance 
tending  to  show  fraud,  but  in  itself  would  not  be  sufficient  to  vitiate 
the  deed.^ 

5.  The  fact  that  the  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment  is  related 
to  the  parties,  does  not  render  him  incompetent  to  act,  nor  invali- 
date his  certificate.^ 


1  Scanlan  v.  Turner,  1  Bailey,  L.  421.  *  Ibid. 

*  Withers  v.  Baird,  «t<pra. 

*  See,  also,  the  observations  of  the  court  in  Scanlan  v.  Turner,  tupra, 

*  Dussaume  v.  Burnett,  5  Clarice,  95.  *  Ibid. 
^  Lynch  V,  Livingston,  2  Selden,  422. 
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Pr9of  of  the  genuineness  of  the  certificate  not  required, 

6.  If  the  certificate  of  the  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment 
appear  on  its  face  to  be  in  conformitj  to  the  statute,  it  is  com* 
moniy  received  as  evidence  of  its  own  genuineness.  Proof  of  the  • 
official  character  of  the  officer,  or  of  his  signature,  or  that  the 
acknowledgment  was  taken  within  the  jurisdiction  where  he  was 
authorized  to  act,  is  not  required.  Bat  the  evidence  of  these  mat- 
ters furnished  by  the  certificate  is  primd  facie  only,  and  may  be 
rebutted.^ 

Requisites  of  a  valid  certificate  of  the  privy  examination  and 

acknowledgment. 

7.  Many  cases  have  been  decided  in  the  American  courts  involv- 
ing questions  as  to  the  requisites  of  a  valid  certificate  by  the 
ofllicer,'  of  the  privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  of  the  wife. 

1  Tbnrmao  v,  Cameron,  24  Wend.  87  ;  Tracy  v.  Jenks,  15  Pick.  465  ;  Merrick  v. 
Wallace,  19  ill.  486;  Thompson  v.  Morgan,  6  Minn.  295;  Willink  «.  Milea,  Peters, 
G.  G.  R.  429.  See  Khoades  v,  Selin,  4  Wash.  G.  G.  R.  714 ;  2  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d.  ed., 
p.  629,  pi.  62. 

*  In  Pennitjlvania,  a  jasttce  of  the  peace  can  not  take  the  acknowledgment  of  a 
deed  out  of  bi«  proper  county.  Share  o.  Anderson,  7  S.  &  R.  43;  1  Ash.  131.  In 
Ohio,  the  rule  id  otherwise.  Moore  o.  Vance,  1  Onto,  1 ;  Kinsman  v.  Loomis,  11 
Ohio,  475,  479;  Grumbaugh  v.  Kugler,  2  Ohio  St.  373.  So  in  Missouri,  under  the 
Territorial  Act  of  Feb.  1,  1817,  (  1  Ter.  Laws,  p.  543).  Daly  v.  Brooks,  30  Misso. 
515.  In  Kentucky,  a  relinquishment  of  dower  may  be  taken  by  the  clerk  of  the 
county  court,  at  any  place  within  the  county  ;  by  a  magistrate  at  any  place  where 
he  is  authorized  to  act  officially.  Woods  v.  Caldwell,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  239.  See  Kay 
V.  Jones,  7  J.  J.  Marsh  38.  Bat  prior  to  the  Act  of  1810,  amending  the  statutes 
regalating  conveyances,  a  clerk  of  the  county  court  had  no  power  to  take  the 
acknowledgment  or  proof  of  the  ezecntion  of  a  deed  for  land  not  lying  in  the  county. 
Hedger  v.  Ward,  15  B.  Mon.  106.  Where  a  deed  was  acknowledged  by  husband  and 
wife  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  in  a  county  where  the  land  did  not  lie,  but  in 
the  county  in  which  they  resided,  it  was  held  that  it  must  appear  to  have  been  sab- 
scribed  beftire  the  justices,  and  be  recorded  in  the  lafter  county.  Taylor  v.  Bash,  5 
Hon.  84.  Under  the  statutes  in  force  in  1828,  two  justices  were  authorized  to  take 
the  acknowledgment  of  deeds  and  privy  examination  of  married  women  without  a 
commission  only  where  the  latter  resided  in  a  different  county  from  that  in  which 
the  land  was  situated ;  and  in  such  case  they  were  required  to  certify  that  the  deed 
was  subscribed  as  well  as  acknowledged  in  their  presence.  Smith  v.  White,  1  B. 
Mon.  16,  19.  In  Virginia,  under  the  statute  of  1785,  ch.  62,  the  aldermen  of  ihe 
city  of  Richmond,  not  being  justices  of  Henrico,  had  no  authority  to  take  privy 
examination:}  and  acknowledgments  of  /eme«  coven  residing  in  that  city.  Gurrie  v. 
Page,  2  Leigh,  620.    It  was  held  in  an  early  case  in  Maryland,  that  an  aclcnowledg- 
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But  there  is  such  a  want  of  barmonj  in  tbese  decisions,  and  they 
have  been  made  to  depend  so  much  upon  local  law  and  the  circum- 
stances of  each  particular  case,  that  it  is  difficult  to  dednce  from 
them  any  general  rule.  For  this  reason  it  has  been  deemed  expe* 
dient  to  present  the  material  points  determined  in  tbe  different 
cases  as  they  have  arisen  in  the  several  States. 

8.  Maryland*  In  an  early  case^  in  this  State,  a  qnestion  was 
made  as  to  the  necessity  of  setting  forth  in  the  certificate  the  fact 
that  the  wife  was  examined  privately  and  ont  of  the  hearing  of  her 
husband,  and  upon  such  examination  acknowledged  that  she  exe» 
cuted  the  deed  willingly  and  freely,  as  prescribed  by  the  Act  of 
1699.'  In  the  provincial  court  a  certificate  which  omitted  these 
matters  was  held  insufficient  ;^  in  the  court  of  appeals  this  judgment 
was  reversed.  An  appeal  was  granted  to  the  Lord  Proprietary, 
but  with  what  result  does  not  appear.  In  a  case^  occurring  a  num- 
ber of  years  later,  under  the  Act  of  1715,'  a  certificate  was  held 


ment  before  a  jastice  of  the  peace  in  a  coonty  in  which  the  grantor  did  not  reside, 
and  in  which  the  lands  were  not  situated,  was  inoperative;  bat  that  it  might  be 
shown  by  parol  that  the  g^ntor,  though  stated  in  the  deed  to  reside  in  another 
county,  was  in  fact  a  resident  of  the  county  in  which  the  deed  was  acknowledged. 
Gittings  V.  Hall,  1  Har.  ft  J.  14.  In  Maine,  when  no  time  nor  place  appears  in  a 
magistrate's  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  the  county  in 
which  the  msgistrate  has  jurisdiction,  are  presumed  to  be  the  time  and  place  of  the 
acknowledgment.  Rackleffo.  Norton,  I  App.  274.  In  the  absence  of  all  proof  to 
the  contrary,  the  same  presumption  is  made  in  Georgia.  Trnluck  v.  Peeples,  1 
Kelly,  3. 

1  Robins  v.  Bush,  1  Har.  k  M<H.  60,  (1723). 

'  The  Act  of  1699,  ch.  42,  declares  that  persons  taking  the  acknowledgment  of  a 
ftme  covert^  *'  shall  examine  her  privately  out  of  the  hearing  of  her  husband,  whether 
she  do  make  her  acknowledgment  of  the  same  willingly  and  freely,  and  without 
being  induced  thereunto  by  fear  or  threats  of  ill  usage  by  her  husband,  or  fear  of 
his  displeasure ;  and  the  person  or  persons  so  examining  her  shall  in  a  note  or  cer- 
tificate of  the  said  caption  of  the  said  acknowledgment  certify  her  examination  and 
acknowledgment 

*  The  acknowledgment  was  in  this  form :  "  Memorandum :  That  upon  the  23d 
day  of  February,  Anno  Domini,  1702,  before  us,  the  subscribers,  two  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  for  Talbot  county,  came  the  within  written  Robert  Ornndy  and 
Judith,  his  wife,  which  said  Judith  being  by  us  first  examined  as  the  law  requires, 
they  both  acknowledged  the  within  written  deed  and  the  premises  therein  contained 
unto  the  within  Robert  Ungle,  his  heirs  and  assigns  foreyer,  as  that  which  be  hath 
of  the  gift  of  the  said  Robert  and  Judith,  his  wife,"  Ac. 

*  Webster  v.  Hall,  2  Har.  k  M*H.  19,  (1782). 

»  The  Act  of  1715,  ch.  47,  22  "^y  llf  was  a  substantial  re-enactment  of  the  Act  of 
1699,  before  quoted. 
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defective  in  failing  to  state  that  the  wife  was  examined  ^^  out  of  the 
hearing  of  her  husband,"  although  it  set  forth  that  she  was  ''  pri- 
vately examined/'^  In  the  case  of  Flanagan  v.  Young,^  decided 
at  the  same  term,  a  deed  was  declared  void,  because  the  acknowU 
edgment  failed  to  show  a  separate  examination  of  the  wife.^  And 
in  Lewis  v.  Waters,^  a  strict  adherence  to  the  formalities  prescribed 
by  the  statute  was  required.  ''  No  deed  of  lands  from  a  feme 
eavertj'*  said  Chase,  J«,  *^  can  be  valid  and  operative  to  pass  her 
interest  therein,  unless  her  acknowledgment  is  made  according  to 
the  Act  of  1715,  c.  47*  This  act  prescribes  a  precise  and  particu- 
lar form  which  must  be  substantially  complied  with.  The  justices 
in  making  the  certificate  act  ministerially  and  not  judicially. 
Whether  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  Assembly  has  been 
pursued,  must  depend  on  an  inspection  of  the  certificate,  and  com- 
paring it  with  the  Act.  ....  The  writing  in  question  is  not  ao* 
knowledged  by  the  feme  to  be  her  deed,^    No  inference  or  implica- 

1  "  Maryland,  B8.  Be  it  remembered  that  on  the  lUh  of  December,  1 7 G9,  per- 
sonally appeared  before  ns,  two  of  bis  lordship's  justices  of  the  peace  for  Baltimore 
eoantj,  John  Lee  Webster  and  Sasannab  Webster,  his  wife,  and  acknowledged  the 
withia  iDStrument  of  writing  to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  the  land  and  premises 
therein  described  to  be  the  estate  of  the  within  named  Joseph  Waters,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever  agreeably  to  the  intent  and  for  the  purposes  within  mentioned;  and 
at  the  same  time  the  said  Susannah  Webster  being  by  us  privately  examined,  did 
declare  that  she  made  the  same  acknowledgment  free  and  willingly  of  her  own 
accord  and  consent,  without  being  induced  thereto  by  the  fesrs,  threats,  or  ill  usage 
of  her  husband,  his  menaces  or  abuse.'' 

<  Flanagan  v.  Toong,  2  Har.  k  M'H.  38. 

'  **  Memorandum,  that  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  1741,  came  the  within  named 
William  Jones  and  Ann  Jones,  parties  to  the  within  deed,  and  acknowledged  the 
land  and  premises  therein  mentioned  to  be  the  right  title  and  estate  of  the  within 
named  William  Sligh,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  same  deed,  and  the  Act  of  Assembly  in  that  case  made  and  provided, 
acknowledged  before  the  subscribers,  two  of  his  lordship's  justices  of  Baltimore 
eonnty,"  Ac. 

«  Lewis  o.  Waters,  3  Har.  k  M*H.  430,  (1796).  To  the  same  effect,  Peddicoart 
V.  Rigges,  I  Har.  k  J.  293. 

*  **  Maryland,  Dorchester  county,  December  16,  1777.  Be  It  remembered  that  on 
the  day  and  year  above  written,  personally  appeared  before  us  the  subscribers,  two 
of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  aforesaid,  the  above  named  Jeremiah  Con- 
nerby  and  Mary  Ann,  his  wife,  and  acknowledged  the  lands  and  tenements  in  the 
above  deed  contained  to  be  the  right  title,  interest,  and  estate  of  the  above  named 
George  Waters,  his  heirs,  ftc,  agreeably  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  above 
deed ;  the  same  Mary  Ann  having  been  first  privately  examined  by  us  secretly  and 
apart  and  separate  from  her  hasband,  whether  she  did  the  same  freely  and  willingly 
of  her  ^wn  accord,  and  without  being  induced  thereto  by  the  threats  of  her  bus- 
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tion  can  arise  from  the  words  ^  that  she  acknowledges  the  lands  to 
be  the  right  and  estate  of  the  party,  his  heirs  and  assigns,'  to  make 
it  her  acknowledgment  of  the  deed ;  nor  can  it  be  made  a  good 
acknowledgment  by  the  concluding  words  ^according  to  Act  of 
Assembly/  for  that  is  the  judgment  or  deduction  of  the  justices,  and 
is  not  warranted  by  the  preceding  part  of  the  certi6cate."  It  was 
afterwards  held  that  the  omission  of  the  words  '^  ill  usage  "  in  the 
certificate  invalidated  the  deed,  notwithstanding  it  was  stated  that 
the  wife  made  the  acknowledgment  ^^of  her  own  free  will,  and  not 
through  any  threats  of  her  said  husband,  or  fear  of  his  displea- 
sure."^ In  the  next  year  the  doctrine  was  laid  down  that  acknowl- 
edgments by  married  women  '^  were  defective  unless  the  exact  form 
mentioned  in  the  Act  of  Assembly  on  the  subject  was  complied 
with.'**  Chase>  J.,  remarked :  "  This  question  has  been  frequently 
decided  by  this  court.  The  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment 
should  be  in  the  manner  the  law  directs ;  and  unless  so  done  the 
acknowledgment  is  defective,  and  the  deed  can  not  operate  so  as  to 
bar  the  feme  covert.  In  this  case  the  acknowledgment  is  defective,* 
and  the  deed  can  not  operate  to  pass  the  estate  of  the  feme  covert 
in  the  land  except  daring  the  life  of  the  husband."  In  Heath  v, 
Eden,*  the  acknowledgment  was  pronounced  defective  "  in  not  sub- 
stantially pursuing  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  Assembly, 
whereby  femes  covert  may  convey  their  interest  in  lands.*'*     The 


band  or  fear  of  his  displeasure,  or  ill  usage  from  him,  and  having  assured  us  she 
did  the  same  voluntarilyi  and  without  being  induced  thereto  by  anj  of  the  causes 
aforesaid,  according  to  an  Aci  of  Assembly  in  such  case  made  and  provided.'' 

1  Hawkins  v,  Burress,  1  Har.  &  J.  5 IS,  (1804). 

'  Corporation,  kc,  v.  Hammond,  1  Har.  k  J.  580,  (1805). 

>  ^'  September  20,  1709.  Then  came  before  us  Richard  Jones,  Junior,  and  Thomas 
Larkin,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justice  for  the  county  of  Anne-ArnnOel,  Thomas 
Gossamay  within  mentioned,  and  acknowledged  this  deed  according  to  Act  of  As- 
sembly ;  also  Susannah,  his  wife,  daughter  a?id  legatee  of  the  within  mentioned 
Hanslop,  who,  being  examined  according  to  law,  declared  that  she  consummates 
this  deed  without  the  compulsion  or  coercion  of  the  said  Thomas,  her  husband." 

*  Heath  v.  Eden,  1  Har.  ft  J.  T51. 

B  "St.  Mary's  county,  sc,  August  23d,  1776.  Then  came  Daniel  Charles  Heath 
and  Mary,  his  wife,  parties  to  the  within  deed,  and  acknowledged  the  same  to  be 
their  act  and  deed  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  same.  And  at 
the  same  time  came  Mary  Heath,  who  being  by  us  privately  examined  oat  of  the 
hearing  of  her  husband,  acknowledged  her  right  of  dower  to  the  wiibin  land  and 
premises,  and  declared  she  did  the  same  freely  and  Toluntaiily  without  threats  or 
fear  of  her  said  husband's  displeasure." 
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same  ruling,  substantially,  was  made  in  Partridge  v*  Partridge.^ 
So  where  the  word  ^^  fear  "  was  omitted  in  the  certificate,  and  no 
word  of  similar  import  substituted  in  its  place,  this  was  held  to  be 
a  fatal  defect,^  But  in  the  same  case  it  was  said  that  a  literal  ad- 
herence to  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute  is  not  required ;  the 
omission  of  words  deemed  essential  may  be  supplied  by  terms  of 
like  signification. 

9.  Under  the  present  statute  of  Maryland,  a  married  woman 
may  execute  and  acknowledge  any  deed  or  mortgage  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  grantors  without  any  private  examination  or  other 
ceremony.* 

10.  Penruylvania.  In  the  case  of  Kirk  v.  Dean,^  in  which  the 
Act  of  February  24,  1770,*  came  under  review,  Tilghman,  Ch.  J., 
said:  ^*Thi3  case  depends  upon  a  single  question.  A  married 
woman  joined  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  deed,  dated  the 
27th  of  December,  1777,  for  the  conveyance  of  land  of  which  he 
was  seized  in  his  own  right  in  fee  simple.  The  deed  was  not 
acknowledged  by  the  wife.  Is  she  barred  of  her  right  of  dower? 
It  has  not  been  contended  that  a  married  woman  can  by  her  deed 
convey  her  right  to  land  by  any  principle  of  the  common  law;  but 
it'  is  said  that  she  may  do  so  by  the  custom  of  Pennsylvania.  That 
she  might  have  conveyed  her  right  of  dower  by  deed  without 
acknowledgment  before  the  Act  of  24th  February,  1770, 1  agree.*  But 
since  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  law  has  been  altered.  Although 
the  charter  of  Pennsylvania  extended  the  common  law  of  England 
to  this  country,  yet  a  practice  very  soon  prevailed,  and  was  long 
continued,  for  married  women  to  convey,  not  only  their  right  of 

1  Partridge  v.  Partridge,  2  Har.  k  J.  62.  In  this  case  the  certificate  as  to  the 
wife  was  as  follows :  **  The  same  Blenor,  wife  of  the  said  Joseph,  being  first  pri7atelj 
ezamined  by  me  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  whether  sbe  did  the  same 
freelj,  Toluotarilj,  and  of  her  own  accord,  without  being  induced  thereto  bj  the  ill 
usage  or  threats  of  her  said  husband,  or  for  fear  of  his  displeasure,  and  having 
assured  ns  she  acknowledged  the  said  deed  freely  and  Toluntarily  according  to  th« 
Act  of  Assembly  in  such  case  lately  made  and  provided,"  ftc.  This  acknowledge 
ment  which  was  taken  in  1778,  was  adjudged  insufficient.  See,  also,  Jacob  v. 
Kraner,  1  Bar.  &  J.  29!  ;  Rhea  v.  Rhenner,  1  Peters,  U.  S.  106. 

s  HoUingsworth  v.  McDonald,  2  Har.  k  J.  230. 

s  I  Md.  Code,  p.  327,}  11. 

«  Kirk  V.  Dean,  2  Binn.  341,  (1810).  Followed  in  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  6  S.  J^ 
B.289. 

•  Purdon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  311,  {  12;  post,  note. 

•  AoU,  ch.  xii.,  {12. 
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dower,  bnt  their  own  estates  of  inheritance,  bj  deed,  Bometimes 
acknowledged  before  a  judge  or  jastice  of  the  peace  and  sometimes 
not  acknowledged.  The  case  of  Davey  v.  Turner/  was  decided  in 
the  year  1764.  There  the  wife  acknowledged  the  deed  before  a 
justice,  and  expressed  her  consent  on  a  private  examination  at 
the  time  of  'the  acknowledgment.  The  special  verdict  finds  a 
custom  in  support  of  the  conveyance  for  fifty  years  and  upwards. 
The  decision  was  in  favor  of  the  conveyance,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  supreme  court  was  affirmed  on  an  appeal  to  the  king  in  council. 
Next  came  the  case  of  Lloyd's  Lessee  v*  Taylor,'  in  the  year  1768. 
The  deed  of  a  feme  covert  executed  in  1727,  was  held  good,  even 
without  acknowledgment,  evidence  being  given  that  Mt  had  been 
the  constant  usage  of  the  province  formerly  for  married  women  to 
convey  their  estates  in  this  manner.'  These  decisions  were  very 
proper  on  the  principle  that  ^eommuniss  error  fadt  jae.*  Bat 
although  it  was  reasonable  to  confirm  the  estates  of  innocent  pur- 
chasers acquired  under  mistaken  principles  pardonable  in  the 
infancy  of  the  province,  yet  it  was  high  time  to  put  a  stop  to  a 
practice  under  which  the  rights  of  married  women  were  left  too 
much  unprotected.  Accordingly,  we  find  that  the  attention  of  the 
legislature  was  attracted  by  the  decision  of  the  two  cases  I  have 
mentioned,  and  on  the  2Uh  of  February,  1770,  they  passed  an  Act 
on  this  subject."* 

11.  In   Watson  t^.   Bailey,^  a  certificate   was   held    defective 
in  not  showing  a  compliance  with  the  statute.*    In  Mclntire  v. 


1  Darey  v.  Turner,  1  Dall.  11.  «  Lloyd's  Lessee  v:  Try  lor,  I  Dall.  IT. 

*  The  Act  of  Feb.  24,  1770,  directs  tbat  the  husband  and  wife,  baring  ezecated 
the  deed|  shall  "  appear  before  one  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court,  or  before 
any  justice  of  the  county  court  or  common  pleas  of  and  for  the  coanty  where  such 
lands,  Ac,  lie.  and  to  acknowledge  the  said  deed  or  conveyance ;  which  judge  or 
jastice  shall,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  and  required,  to  take  such  acknowledg* 
ment ;  in  doing  whereof,  he  shall  examine  the  wife  separate  and  apart  from  her 
bnsband,  and  shall  read  or  otherwise  make  known  the  full  contents  of  each  deed 
or  conTeyance  to  the  said  wife ;  and  if,  upon  sach  separate  examination,  she  shaU 
declare  that  she  did  yoluntavily,  and  of  her  own  free  will  and  accord,  seal,  and  as 
her  act  and  deed  deliver  the  said  deed  or  conveyance  without  any  coercion  or  com- 
pulsion of  her  said  husband,'*  then  such  deed  is  declared  to  be  valid  in  law  in  like 
manner  as  if  the  said  wife  had  been  sole. 

«  Watson  V.  Bailey,  1  Binn.  470. 

B  "  Lancaster  coanty,  tt, :  Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  subscriber,  one  of 
the  justices  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  coanty  aforesaid,  the  within  named 
James  Mercer  and  Margaret  his  wife,  and  acknowledged  the  above  written  laden- 
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Ward,^  determined  shortlj  afterwards,  it  was  adjudged  not  to  be 
essential  for  the  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment  to  use  the  words 
of  the  Act  in  his  certificate ;  but  that  it  was  sufficient  if  the  directions 
of  the  statute  were  sobstantially  followed ;  and  if  it  appeared  from  the 
whole  certificate  that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were  made  known 
to  the  wife,  the  deed  would  be  valid.'  A  doubt  was  also  expressed 
whether  it  was  necessary  for  the  certificate  to  show  that  the  con- 
tents of  the  deed  were  made  known  to  the  wife.  This  ruling  was 
followed  in  Shaller  r.  Brand,^  where  it  was  decided  that  a  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  by  husband  and  wife,  that  an  indenture  was 
their  act  and  deed,  which  they  desired  to  be  recorded  as  such, 
'^she,  the  said  (wife)  being  of  full  age,  separate  and  apart  from  her 
said  husband  examined,  and  the  full  contents  made  known  to  her, 
Yoluntarily  consenting  thereto,"  was  good.  ^'We  have  always 
declared,"  said  the  court,  "that  it  was  sufficient  if  the  law  was 
mib&tantiaUy  complied  with;  and  on  any  other  principle  of  con- 
struction, the  peace  of  the  country  would  be  seriously  affected,  as 
the  certificates  of  the  acknowledgments  of  deeds  have  generally 
been  by  persons  who  were  either  ignorant  of,  or  disregarded  the 
words  of  the  Act  of  Assembly."  So  in  Talbot  v.  Simpson,^  Wash- 
ington, J.,  held  that  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  directions 
of  the  statute  was  sufficient.^     But  in  Evans  v.  The  Common- 


tare  to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  desired  that  the  same  lAigbt  be  recorded,  she, 
the  said  Margaret  being  of  full  age,  and  by  me  examined  apart.    In  testimonj 
whereof  I  hare  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this  30th  day  of  May,  Anno  Domini| 
1785." 
1  Mclntire  v.  Ward,  5  Binn.  296. 

*  In  this  case  the  following  certificate  waa  deemed  sufficient:  *^0n  the  1 7th  day 
of  Febrnary,  1779,  before  us,  the  subscribers,  two  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  for 
said  county,  came  William  Neill  and  I»abe]ia  his  wife,  and  acknowledged  the  within 
indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  to  be  their  act  and  deed  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaniog  thereof;  and  the  lands  and  premises  therein  mentioned  to  be  bargrained 
and  sold  with  all  and  eveiy  the  appurtenances  to  be  the  right,  title,  interest,  estate 
and  property  of  the  within  named  Samuel  Todd,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  And 
the  said  Isabella  being  by  us  privately  examined  apart  from  her  said  husband,  and 
out  of  his  hearing,  acknowledged  that  she  joined  in  the  ezecntion  of  the  within 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of  her  own  free  and  voluntary  will  and  accord,  without 
being  thereto  compelled,  or  induced  by  any  fear,  threats  or  ill  usage  of  her  said 
husband,  or  through  fear  of  his  displeasure." 

>  Shaller  ».  Brand,  6  Binn.  435.         «  Talbot  v.  Simpson,  I  Peters,  C.  G.  R.  188. 

*  A  certificate  in  the  following  form  was  held  valid :  "The  said  Michael  Simpson 
and  Blizabeth  his  wife,  came  before  the  subscriber,  William  Mitchell,  a  justice  of 
the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  county  of  York,  and  acknowledged  the  within 
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wealth,^  a  certificate  which  omitted  to  show  that  the  wife  had  volunta- 
rily consented  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  was  pronounced  invalid.' 
Gibson,  J.,  referred  to  the  previous  cases  in  the  following  terms: 
^^The  single  question  for  our  decision  is,  whether  the  deed  as 
acknowledged,  be  sufficient  to  pass  the  estate  of  Anne  Goe  in  the 
land  conveyed,  and  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  it  is  not.  Watson 
V.  Bailey  is  the  leading  case  on  thie  suVgect,  and  from  the  principles 
established  by  it  I  am  unwilling  to  depart.  It  was  there  decided, 
that  the  substantial  requisites  by  which  the  interests  of  married 
women  were  intended  to  be  protected  should  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  to  have  been  pursued.  What 
are  these  requisites?  The  legislature  intended  that  a  married 
woman,  in  conveying  her  estate,  should  be  a  free  agent,  and  that 
she  should  be  secure  from  deception  as  well  as  improper  influence 
on  the  part  of  her  husband.  I  therefore  take  those  requisites  to 
be,  that  she  be  separately  examined,  that  she  have  a  knowledge  of 
the  nature  and  consequences  of  the  act  she  is  about  to  perform, 
and  that  her  will  in  the  performance  of  it  be  free.  I  know  it  is 
supposed  by  many  of  the  profession,  that  in  Mclntire  v.  Ward, 
this  court  receded  from  its  decision  in  Watson  v.  B<iilev.  It  did 
not  recede.  There  the  objection  was,  that  it  did  not  appear  the 
contents  of  the  deed  had  been  made  known  to  Mrs.  Neil  by  the 
magistrate  who  took  the  acknowledgment.  The  chief  justice,  in 
delivering  his  opinion,  stated  he  did  not  consider  it  as  having  been 
decided  in  Watson  v.  Bailey,  that  it  was  necessary  it  should  appear 
the  contents  had  been  made  known  to  the  wife,  nor  did  he  then  intend 
to  express  an  opinion  on  that  point;  but  that  if  it  were  necessary, 
it  appeared,  substantially,  from  the  special  nature  of  the  certificate, 
that  Mrs.  Neil  was  fully  apprised  of  the  contents  of  the  deed. 
Justice  Yeates  gave  no  opinion;  and  Justice  Brackenridge  was 
decidedly  of  opinion  that  under  the  authority  of  Watson  v.  Bailey, 
communication  of  the  contents  ought  substantially  to  appear,  as  also 

indenture  to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  desired  that  the  same  maj  be  recorded  as 
such ;  the  said  Blisabeth  being  by  me  separately  and  apart  examined  from  her  bu- 
baod,  she  being  of  full  age,  knowing  the  contents  and  freelj  consentipg  thereto." 

1  Evans  v.  The  Commonwealth,  4  S.  &  R.  272. 

'  **This  29th  day  of  September,  Anno  1813,  before  me,  John  Geyer,  ftc,  came 
Thomas  Guest,  Robert  Coe  and  Anne  his  wife,  and  aclcnowledgrd  the  above  inatm- 
ment  of  writing  to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  desired  that  it  may  be  recorded  as 
such;  the  snid  Anne  being  of  full  age,  and  separately  and  apart  examined,  and  tha 
contents  thereof  made  known  to  her.    Witness,"  &c. 
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that  the  execution  of  the  deed  was  Yo]untarj  and  without  coercion; 
and  as  to  that  I  heartily  concur  with  him.  Bat  it  never  could  be 
suspected  from  anything  that  has  fallen  from  this  court,  that  we 
held  it  unnecessary  to  set  forth  in  substance  that  the  wife  executed 
the  deed  voluntarily  and  without  the  compulsion  of  her  husband. 
In  Shaller  v.  Brand,  it  was  held  that  the  words  'she  voluntarily 
consenting  thereto/  sufiSciently  indicated  her  assent  to  the  exect^ 
tion  of  the  deed^  and  not,  as  Avas  contended,  to  her  being  separately 
examined ;  but  the  court  again  decided,  that  the  very  letter  of  the 
Act  need  not  be  pursued,  but  that  it  must  appear  to  have  been  sub- 
stantially complied  with.  But  if  the  form  of  acknowledgment  in 
the  present  instance  should  be  held  good,  it  would  be  better  to 
overrule  the  case  of  Watson  v.  Bailey  at  once.  To  presume  that 
everything  was  rightly  and  solemnly  transacted  before  the  magis- 
trate, would  be  to  dispense  with  every  guard  against  the  coercion 
and  improper  influence  of  the  husband,  which  the  law  has  inter- 
posed for  the  protection  of  the  wife.  Why  not  as  well  dispense 
with  the  separate  examination  altogether  t  We  know  how  rapidly 
and  with  what  little  consideration  of  their  importance  these  matters 
are  usually  transacted  before  magistrates.  A  certificate,  well 
drawn  by  the  scrivener,  would  suggest  to  the  magistrate,  who 
should  read  it  before  signing,  some  matters  of  duty  on  the  occa- 
sion, that  otherwise  might  escape  his  attention.  Even  this  is  a 
matter  of  consequence  that  pleads  for  retaining  a  form  of  certifi- 
cate setting  forth  specially  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  requi- 
sites of  the  law.  As  it  does  not  appear  the  wife  declared  that  she 
executed  the  deed  voluntarily,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
be  aflirmed.'' 

12.  The  doctrine  above  laid  down  was  applied  to  the  case  of  Wat- 
son V.  Mercer.*  "In  the  country  whence  we  derive  our  laws,"  the 
court  observed,  ''  the  wife's  land  can  be  aliened  only  with  her  assent, 
deliberately  expressed  on  a  fair,  full,  and  careful  separate  examina- 
tion in  a  court  of  record ;  in  this,  the  examination  is  considered  a 


^  Watson  V,  Mercer,  6  S.  ft  R.  49.  A  certificate  in  the  following  form  was  held 
fatatlj  deflective:  ** Lancaster  county,  m.;  Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  sub* 
•criber,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  county  aforesaid, 
the  within  named  James  Mercer  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  and  aoknowledged  the 
above  written  indenture  to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  desired  that  the  same  might 
be  recorded.  She,  the  said  Margaret  being  of  full  age,  and  by  me  examined  apart. 
In  witness  whereof,"  ftc. 
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matter  of  SQch  little  importance,  that  it  is  entrusted  to  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  by  whom  it  is  sometimes  entirely  dispensed  with  in  fact,  but 
often  slubbered  over  even  in  presence  of  the  husband  himself.  These 
are  considerations  which  induce  the  mind  to  pause,  before  it  con- 
sents to  adopt  the  rule,  that  the  act  of  the  magistrate  is  to  be  con* 
sidered  as  having  been  rightly  done  till  the  contrary  appear  ;  and 
thereby  to  withdraw  the  only  protection,  inefficient  as  it  is,  which  the 
law  interposes  in  behalf  of  married  women."  In  Fowler  r.  McGlurg,^ 
a  certificate  which  merely  stated  that  the  wife  was  examined  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  her  husband,  and  acknowledged  the  instra* 
ment  to  be  her  act  and  deed,'  was  held  insufficient.  So  where  the 
certificate  set  forth  that  the  wife  ^^  voluntarily  consented "  to  the 
conveyance,  but  did  not  show  a  separate  examination,  it  was  held 
invalid.'  In  another  case  it  was  required  that  it  should  be  expreased 
in  the  certificate  that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were  made  known 
to  the  wife/  The  same  ruling  was  made  in  Barnet  v.  Barnet.^  In 
Jamison  v.  Jamison,^  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  married 
woman  stated  that  *^  she  being  of  full  age,  separate  and  apart  from 
her  husband  by  me  examined,  declared  that  she  did  voluntarily,  of 
her  own  free  will  and  accord,  seal  and  acknowledge  the  within 
indenture  without  coercion  of  her  said  husband,  the  contents  being 
by  me  first  made  known  to  her;"  and  this  was  treated  as  a  sab* 
stantial  compliance  with  the  law.^ 

18.  'New  Jer%ey.  In  this  State,  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment 
is  good  if  it  show  a  substantial,  though  not  a  literal  compliance 
with  the  statute.  Thus,  where  the  certificate  omitted  to  state  that 
the  grantors  executed  the  deed  voluntarily,  or  that  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  wife  was  on  a  private  examination,  and  without  any 


1  Fowler  v.  MrClorg.  6  S.  ft  R.  143. 

*  "  Allegheney  county,  •#..*  On  the  17th  Pebraarv,  1794,  AlezaDder  Fowler  and  his 
wife,  Sarah  Fowler,  personal  I  j  appeared  before  me,  one  of  the  jnsticee  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  said  county,  (she  being  of  full  age,  and  bj  me  separate  and  apart  from 
her  husband  examined),  and  acknowledged  the  above  instrument  of  writing  as  their 
act  and  deed,  and  desired  the  same  might  be  recorded  according  to  law.*' 

*  Jourdan  v.  Jourdan,  9  S.  &  R.  268.         *  Steele  «.  Thompson,  14  S.  A  R.  84. 

*  Barnet  o.  Barnet,  15S.  ftR.72  *  Jamison  v.  Jamison,  3  Whart.  457. 

f  See,  also,  Stoops  v.  Blackford,  3  Casey,  213 ;  Looden  v.  Blythe,  Ibid.  22.  An 
acknowledgment  by  a  /fSM  towri  before  a  jadge  of  the  circnit  coart  of  Indiana, 
accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  that  eouri  under  his  private  seal,  (there 
being  no  seal  of  the  court),  of  the  official  character  of  the  jndge,  is  sufficient  to 
admit  the  deed  in  evidence.    Greigh  o.  Beelin,  1  Watts  &  Serg.  83. 
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fear  on  her  part,  bat  contained  words  equivalent  to  those  omitted, 
this  was  held  sufficient.^  So  where  a  deed  was  acknowledged  before 
a  proper  officer,  who  certified  that  the  grantors  acknowledged  the 
same  **  to  be  their  act  and  deed  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned," 
instead  of  using  the  language  of  the  statute,  *^  that  they  signed, 
sealed,  and  delivered  the  same,'*  &c.,  this  was  held  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  law.'  Sb  where  the  certificate  failed  to  set 
forth  that  the  wife  ^^  voluntarily  "  executed  the  conveyance,  this 
omission  was  held  to  be  substantially  supplied  by  the  expression 
that  '^  she  freely  executed  the  deed  without  any  fear,  threats,  or 
compulsion  of  her  husband."'  And  it  was  decided  in  the  same  case, 
that  where  the  certificate  does  not  state  that  the  wife  was  of  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  presumption  is  that  she  was  of  full 
age  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  But  a  certificate  which  wholly 
fails  to  show  a  private  examination  of  the  wife  apart  from  her  hus- 
band, is  inoperative  to  divest  her  estate.^ 

14.  Rhode  Inland,  In  the  case  of  Churchill  v.  Monroe,'  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  acknowledgment  of  husbnnd  and  wife  in  the  form 
given  in  the  note,'  was  adjudged  insufficient  as  to  the  wife.     ^^The 


^  Deo  V.  Geiger,  4  Halst.  225.  The  certificate  was  as  follows  :  «  Be  it  known  that 
on  this  29th  day  of  April,  In  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
eight,  peisonally  appeared  before  me,  Caleb  Halsted,  Jr ,  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
inferior  court  of  common  pleas  holden  at  Elisabethtown,  in  and  for  the  borough 
aforesaid,  John  Smith  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  the  grantors  in  the  foregoing  con- 
veyance, and  acknowledged  that  they  signed,  sealed  and  deliTered  the  same  as  their 
act  and  deed,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  expressed.  And  the  said  Elizabeth, 
wife  of  the  said  John  Smith,  being  by  me  examined  separate  and  apart  from  her 
•aid  husband,  did  acknowledge  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  same, 
freely  and  voluntarily,  and  without  any  threats  or  compulsion  from  her  said  bus- 
band.''  The  statute  under  which  this  acknowledgment  was  taken,  provided,  *'  That 
no  estate  of  a/mi«  covert  in  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  lying  and  being 
in  this  State,  shall  hereafter  pass  by  her  deed  or  conveyance,  without  a  previous 
acknowledgment  made  by  her  on  a  private  examination  apart  from  her  husband, 
before  one  of  the  ofiBcers  aforesaid,  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  same 
as  her  voluntary  act  and  deed,  freely,  without  any  fear,  threats,  or  compulsion  of 
her  husband,  and  a  certificate  thereof  written  on  or  under  the  said  deed  or  convey- 
ance, and  signed  by  the  officer  before  whom  it  was  made." 

s  Sharp  v,  Hamilton,  7  Halst.  109. 

>  Battin  v.  Bigelow,  1  Peters,  C.  G.  452. 

«  Howell  V  Ashmore,  2  Zab.  261,  264.  It  is  not  a  substantial  objection  to  the 
certificate  that  it  bears  date  before  the  deed  itself.   Gest  v.  Flock,  1  Oreen,  Ch.  108. 

*  Churchill  «.  Monroe,  1  R.  I.  209. 

*  "  Then  the  above  named  Ansel  Churchill,  (meaning  grantor)  personally  appear- 
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words  of  the  etatnte,"  said  the  court,  "are,  that  •  ...  in  every 
such  case,  the  wife  acknowledging  such  deed  or  instrument  shall  be 
examined  privily  and  apart  from  her  husband,  and  shall  declare  to 
the  oflBcer  taking  such  acknowledgment,  that  the  deed  or  instrument 
shown  and  explnined  to  her  by  such  magistrate,  is  her  voluntary 
act,  and  that  she  does  not  wish  to  retract  the  same.  ...  It  is  not 
necessary  that  this  certificate,  to  be  effectual,  should  embrace  the 
very  words  of  the  statute,  though  it  would  certainly  be  better  if  it 
did,  since  it  would  leave  nothing  to  construction.  At  any  rate, 
however  brief  the  certificate  might  be,  it  should  certify  enough,  and 
in  such  form  as  plainly  to  imply  that  the  wife's  acknowledgment 
and  declarations,  and  the  mode  in  which  made  were  such  as  required 
by  the  statute.  It  certainly  should  not  be  equivocal,  so  that  if  the 
magistrate  were  called  upon  to  answer  to  the  law  Tor  a  false  certifi- 
cate, it  might  not  be  taken  to  mean  this  or  that,  as  the  exigency  of 
the  case  might  require.  .  .  .  The  object  of  the  privy  examination 
is  not  merely  that  she  should  declare  to  the  magistrate  that  she 
had  executed  the  deed,  but  that  she  might  declare  whether  she  had 
executed  it  freely,  without  constraint,  and  that  it  is,  at  the  moment 
of  examination,  her  free  and  voluntary  act.  The  certificate,  then, 
may  be  true ;  it  may  be  that  she  declared  it  to  be  her  deed  or 
instrument,  but  by  this  declaration,  merely,  the  requisitions  of  the 
statute  are  not  answered ;  she  does  not  declare  it  to  be  at  that  time 
her  voluntary  act.  The  magistrate  may  have  intended  this  by  his 
certificate.  But  the  question  is  not  what  the  magistrate  intended, 
but  what  the  words  of  the  certificate  by  fair  construction,  express, 
or  necessarily  imply.  We  can  not  extend  these  words  by  construc- 
tion without  taking  for  granted  the  very  fact  which  it  was  the 
design  of  the  statute  that  the  magistrate  should  certify."^ 

15.  New  York.  In  this  State,  an  acknowledgment  taken  prior 
to  the  statute  of  1771,  is  held  good,  although  a  private  examina- 
tion of  the  wife  is  not  shown  in  the  certificate ;  after  such  a  lapse 
of  time,  and  in  the  absence  of  statute  regulations  prescribing  the 
form  of  the  certificate,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a  private  examina- 
tion was  had.'    And  since  the  statute,  a  substantial  compliance 

iDg,  acknowledged  the  above  written  instrament  to  be  bis  voluntary  act  and  deed; 
and  tbe  said  Lillis,  (bis  wife),  being  examined  separately  ftnd  apart  from  her  hus- 
band, also  acknowledged  the  saniA  before  me." 

1  See,  also,  Manchester  v.  Hough,  5  Mason,  67  ;  Richards  v.  Randolph,  Ibid.  115. 

>  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  15  John.  89.    The  certificate  was  as  follows:  **This  day 
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with  its  requirements  is  all  that  is  neoessarj ;  it  need  not  he  lifer* 
ally  followed.  Therefore,  where  a  certificate  stated  that  a  feme 
covert  acknowledged  that  she  executed  a  deed  without  any  fear, 
threat,  or  compulsion  of  her  husband,  this  was'  held  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  an  enactment  making  it  necessary  for  her  to 
acknowledge  that  she  executed  the  deed  freely^  without  any  fear  or 
compulsion  of  her  husband.^  In  commenting  upon  this  feature  of 
the  case,  the  chancellor  observed :  '^  The  word  freely  is  not  found 
in  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  in  the  present 
ease.  And  the  question  is,  w^hether  the  words  used  in  the  certifi- 
cate do  not  mean  the  same  thing  substantially  ;  so  that  the  certifi- 
cate does  in  fact  purport,  or  intend  to  show,  that  the  wife  executed 
the  deed  freely,  or  voluntarily.  The  object  of  the  private  exami- 
nation of  the  wife,  apart  from  her  husband,  is  to  ascertain  whether 
the  execution  of  the  deed  was  her  spontaneous  act ;  or  whether  she 
was  induced  to  execute  it  by  coercion,  or  fear  of  ill  usage,  or  other 
injury  from  her  husband.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  wife  should 
act  without  a  motive,  in  the  execution  of  the  deed,  or  execute  it  as 
a  mere  act  of  generosity,  without  any  hope  of  present  or  future 
benefit  resulting  from  it.  Nor  is  the  word  freely  in  the  statute 
intended  to  be  used  in  any  such  sense ;  but  it  there  means,  without 
constraint,  coercion,  or  fear  of  injury  from  the  husband,  under 
whose  power  and  control  she  is  legally  supposed  to  be.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  when  Master  Ray  certified  that  he  examined  Mrs. 
Harsen  privately  and  apart  from  her  husband,  as  to  her  execution 
of  the  deed  in  question,  and  that  she  acknowledged  she  executed  it 
without  any  fear,  threat,  or  compulsion  of  her  husband,  his  certifi- 
cate was  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute."  So  a  certifi- 
cate of  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  of  a  deed  by  a  married 
woman,  stating  that .  on  an  examination  before  the  officer,  '^  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  her  husband,"  she  acknowledged  the  execution 
of  the  same  *^  without  fear  or  compulsion  from  him,"  is  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  statute  requiring  the  officer  to  certify,  upon  an 
acknowledgment  of  a  feme  covert^  that  on  ^* private  examination 
apart  from  her  husband,  she  executed  the  conveyance /ree2[y,  and 
without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of  her  husband."     The  omission  of 

came  before  me,  one  of  bis  majesty's  justices  for  tbe  couDty  of  Essex,  tbe  within 
mentioned  Josbna  Hanloke  and  Add,  bis  wife,  to  aclLnowledge  tbii  indenture  to  bo 
their  acU  and  deed,  tbis  19tb  daj  of  February,  1711." 
1  Jleriam  v.  Harsen,  2  Barb.  Cb.  232  ;  4  Bdw.  Cb.  70. 
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the  -words  "  prirate"  and  "  freely"  does  not  affect  its  validity.*  So 
in  certifying  an  acknowledgment  under  the  statate  of  1818,'  it  was 
sufficient  for  the  officer  to  say,  ^^  before  me  came  A.  B.  to  me 
known,  and  acknowledged  that  be  executed  the  above  deed,"  &e., 
without  saying  ^*  to  me  known  to  be  the  person  who  executed  the 
above  deed."' 

16.  Virginia.  Tucker,  in  his  Commentaries,  after  referring  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Virginia  statute  relating  to  the  wife*s  acknowl- 
edgment, remarks  :^  *^  Here  we  see  that  the  object  of  the  law  is  to 
ascertain,  by  a  privy  examination  of  the  wife,  apart  from  her  hus- 
band, whether,  in  the  execution  of  the  deed  disposing  of  her  rights, 
she  exercises  that  free  will  which  is  the  essence  of  all  contracts. 
This  is  effected  by  an  examination  in  court  by  one  of  the  judges 
thereof,  or  in  vacation  by  two  justices  of  the  peace.  Now,  upon 
well  received  principles,  it  is  clear  that  this  act  must  be  strictlj 
pursued;  for  it  is  an  innovation  upon  the  common  law;  and, 
moreover,  it  prescribes  the  mode  in  which  a  person  may  convey, 
who  was  before  disabled  to  convey.  That  mode  must,  therefore, 
be  pursued  ;  and  as  we  do  not  pursue  it  if  we  vary  from  it,  so  it 
follows  that  it  should  be  substantially,  at  least,  complied  with."  In 
a  case  determined  in  1795,  in  which  a  question  was  made  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  acknowledgement  of  a  married  woman,  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  commissioners  who  took  the  privy  examination  were 
justices  of  the  peace ;  they  were  not  stated  to  be  such  in  the  com- 
mission nor  in  the  certificate.  Roane,  J.,  said :  ^^  An  objection  is 
made  to  the  title  of  the  appellee,  because  the  commission  which  was 
to  enable  Mrs.  Pritchard  to  pass  away  her  estate,  was  not  directed 
to  justices  of  the  peace.  The  Act  of  1748'  requires  the  commission 
to  be  addressed  to  persons  being  justices  of  the  peace,  but  it  does 
not  prescribe  the  form  of  it.  It  is  certainly  necessary  that  the 
commissioners  should  in  reality  answer  this  description,  because  the 
law  requires  it,  but  it  does  not  require  that  they  should  be  so  styled 

I  Dennis  v.  Tarpenny,  20  Barb.  371.  *  1  ReT.  Laws,  1813,  ch.  97,  }}  1,  2. 

*  Jackson  v.  Gumaer,  2  Cow.  552;  Troup  v.  Haight,  Hopk.  239,  267 ;  Duval  v. 
Govenhoven,  4  Wend.  661.  See  Jackson  v.  Vickory,  1  Wend.  406;  Jackson  o.  Ow" 
born,  2  Wend.  555 ;  Van  Gortlandt  v,  Toier,  17  Wend.  838 ;  s.  o.  20  Wend.  423 ; 
Lynch  o.  Livingston,  6  Barb.  463;  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  9  Cow.  94,  111;  Dias  ». 
Glover,  1  Hoffm.*  71 ;  Thorman  v.  Cameron,  24  Wend.  87 ;  Hnnt «.  Johnson,  19  N.  Y. 
279  ;  Piatt  o.  Brown,  30  Conn.  336. 

^  Vol.  i.,  tit.  Deeds  of  Feme  Covert^  p.  267. 

•  Act  of  1748,  ch.  1,  2  6 ;  5  Hen.  410. 
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in  the  commission.  The  question  then  is,  ought  we  to  presume  the 
fact  that  they  were  justices  7  I  think  we  ought.  The  law  requires 
the  clerk  to  direct  it  to  such  persons,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  done  wrong.  The  contrary  might  have  been  shown, 
and  if  the  party  meant  to  avail  himself  of  this  objection  he  ought 
to  have  proved  the  fact.'*^  And  it  is  settled,  that  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  requisitions  of  the  statute  be  substantially  complied  with.' 
Thus,  where  a  certificate  under  the  Act  of  1792^  stated  that  the 
wife  made  her  acknowledgment  freely  and  voluntarily,  and  that  she 
was  willing  the  conveyance  should  be  recorded,  but  did  not  show  a 
declaration  by  her  that  she  had  willingly  signed  and  sealed  it,  or 
that  it  was  shown  and  explained  to  her  by  the  commissioners,  it 
was  held,  that  if  she  had  in  fact  signed  the  deed,  such  certificate 
was  substantially  a  compliance  with  the  statute,  and  sufficient  to 
bind  her ;  but  if  she.  had  not  signed  it,  the  acknowledgment  so  cer- 
tified was  invalid.^  Under  the  Act  of  1814,'^  the  certificate  must 
show  that  the  wife  was  apprised  of  the  contents  of  the  conveyance. 
Where  the  certificate  set  forth  that  the  wife  appeared  before  the 
justices,  and  separately  and  apart  from  her  husband  acknowledged 
that  she  had  willingly  executed  the  deed  on  her  part,  and  wished 
not  to  retract  it,  it  was  held  that  the  certificate  was  defective  in 
not  showing  that  the  deed  was  explained  to  her,  or  that  she  was  in 
some  way  informed  of  its  contents.^  So  an  omission  in  the  certifi- 
cate to  state  the  wife's  declaration  that  she  did  not  wish  to  retract 
what  she  had  done,  is  a  fatal  defect.^  And  a  certificate  by  a  clerk 
that  a  deed  was  acknowledged  in  court  by  a  husband  and  wife,  and 
ordered  to  be  recorded,  is  not  sufficient  to  make  it  her  deed.^ 

17.  Kentucky.  In  the  case  of  Hughes  t^.  McKinsey,^  the  court 
decided  that  a  clerk's  certificate  was  sufficient  to  pass  a  right  to 
dower  which  only  stated  that  the  wife  being  examined  as  the  law 
directs^  voluntarily  relinquished  her  right  of  dower  to  the  land 
mentioned  in  the  indenture.  The  following  is  the  reasoning  of  the 
court  in  support  of  their  opinion :  ''  By  the  Act  of  1803,^^  it  is  de- 

1  Hairej  v.  Borden,  2  Wash.  156. 

*  Langhorne  v,  Hobson,  4  Leigh,  224 ;  Tod  v.  Baylor,  Ibid.  498.    See  Ware  v. 
Gary,  2  GaU,  263. 

>  1  Old  Rev.  Code,  ch.  90,  2  6.  «  Tod  v,  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498. 

s  Incorporated  in  the  Statute  of  Gonvejances,  1  Rev.  Code,  ch.  99,  {  15. 

*  Hainton  v.  Randolphs,  12  Leigh,  445.    See  Harvey  v.  Peck,  I  Manf.  518. 

7  Oiove  V.  Zambo,  14  Gratt.  501.  ^  Healy  v.  Rowan,  5  Qratt.  414. 

*  Haghes  tr.  McKinsey,  5  Mon.  38,  (1827).        ^^  I  Digest,  321. 

VOL.  n.  21 
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dared  ^it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  relinqniehment  of  dower 
to  be  acknowledged  before  the  county  court  clerk,  who  shall  record 
a  certificate  thereof.'  That  made  by  the  clerk  in  this  instance  is 
comprehensive  enough  as  to  her  acknowledgment  of  the  deed ;  and 
as  to  her  voluntary  relinquishment  of  dower  upon  examination  *  as 
the  law  directs/  we  must,  as  to  the  subject  of  dower  give  credence 
to  this  judicial  act,  and  presume  it  was  rightly  done  until  the  con- 
trary is  shown."  But  in  Nantz  t;.  Bailey,^  the  doctrine  thus  broad- 
ly laid  doyrn  was  questioned.  ^'  We  do  not  consider,"  the  court 
observed,  ^Hhe  act  of  the  clerk  to  be  ^judicial;'  nor  are  we  pre- 
pared to  concur  in  the  opinion,  that  a  certificate  that  there  had  been 
such  '  examination  a«  the  law  directs^*  would,  of  itself,  be  suflScient 
to  show  that  there  had  been  a  proper  privy  exammation.  The 
clerk  acting  ministerially  should  certify  facts  and  not  his  own  opin- 
ions or  deductions ;  and  such  facts  should  be  certified  as  may  en- 
able a  court  to  decide  that  the  facts  being  admitted,  the  law  had 
been  fulfilled."  It  was  held,  however,  in  the  same  case,  that  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  statute  is  all  that  is  required ;  and  that 
if  the  certificate  clearly  import  that  the  wife  was  privately  ex- 
amined by  a  proper  officer ;  that  the  effect  of  the  deed  was  explained 
to  her ;  and  that  she  declared  it  was  freely  executed  by  her,  and 
that  she  did  not  wish  to  retract,  whatever  the  form  of  the  certifi- 
cate, the  deed  will  be  effectual.  Upon  the  conveyance  there  in 
question,  the  clerk  certified  the  acknowledgment  of  both  husband 
and  wife ;  and  that  having  examined  the  wife  ''separate  and  apart 
from  her  said  husband,  she  declared  that  she  relinquished  her  right 
of  inheritance  to  the  land  contained  in  this  deed  of  her  own  free 
will  and  accord,  without  the  threats  or  persuasion  of  her  husband, 
and  wishes  not  to  be  retracted."  It  was  objected  that  here  was  no 
statement  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  was  made  apart 
from  her  husband,  nor  that  she  acknowledged  the  signing  and  seal- 
ing ;  nor  that  the  deed  was  shown  and  explained  to  her  on  privy 
examination.  But  it  was  held  that  although  the  certificate  did  not 
show  a  literal  compliance  with  the  statute,  it  did  exhibit  the  sub- 
stance of  every  fact  required  to  be  x^ertified  and  recorded.  In  con- 
sidering the  objections  urged,  the  court  remarked :  ''  It  is  not  in- 


1  NaDtz  V.  Bailey,  3  Dana,  111,  (1835).  See,  also,  Gregory  v.  Ford,  5  B.  Hon.  471, 
482-3  ;  Gill  v.  Fauntleroy,  8  B.  Mod.  177,  178 ;  Blackbarn  v,  PenniDgtOD,  Ibid.  217. 
In  the  two  cases  last  cited  the  doctrine  of  Hughes  v.  McKinsey  is  in  effect  orerroled. 
See  t»|/ra. 
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dispensable  that  the  certificate  shoald  state  the  exact  process  of 
examination  in  verbal  detail;  such  particalarity  has  never  been 
observed  or  required.  That  such  questions  were  asked,  such  ex- 
planations made,  and  such  answer  given  as  those  required  by  the 
statute,  must  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  a  privy  examination  by 
an  officer  appointed  for  that  purpose  by  the  law  itself,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  presumed  capacity  and  fidelity,  and  from  the  fact 
that  upon  that  examination  the  appellant  declared  that  she  had 
freely  relinquished  all  her  right  to  the*  land.  For  o^erwise  we 
must  presume  either  that  the  clerk  knew  that  what  he  certified  was 
false,  or  that  he  did  not  understand  his  official  duty  or  the  import 
of  his  certificate.  He  has  not  certified  matters  of  opinion  but  mat- 
ters of  fact ;  and  if  the  certified  facts  be  true,  the  requisitions  of 
the  statute  have  been  fulfilled  or  the  clerk  did  not  understand  them, 
or  what  he  Wjfts  certifying.  The  facts  being  accredited  as  they 
must  be,  we  will  not  presume  that  the  clerk  did  not  understand  the 
statute  or  comprehend  his  own  certificate.  But  we  will  presume 
that  he  understood  both  as  he  should  have  done."  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  case  of  Gregory  v.  Ford,^  where  the  deed  of  a  feme 
covert  was  pronounced  valid  although  the  certificate  failed  to  show 
that  it  was  explained  to  her  on  her  privy  examination.^  '^We  are 
disposed,"  the  court  said,  'Ho  construe  the  statutes  and  the  certifi- 
cates liberally  with  a  view  of  sustaining,  rather  than  of  destroying 
titles  derived  itomfemez  covert.**  ''The  statutes  direct  the  clerk 
what  he  is  to  do  in  making  the  privy  examination,  and  require  the 
fact  of  privy  examination,  but  not  the  manner  or  particulars  of  it 
to  be  certified.  As  the  fact  of  privy  examination  and  the  declara- 
tion of  the  feme  that  she  freely  and  voluntarily  sealed  and  de- 
livered, &c.,  are  certified,  we  think  it  should  be  implied  that  the 
deed  was  shown  and  explained.  First,  because  the  clerk  should 
be  presumed  to  have  done  his  duty  in  making  the  examination ; 
and  again,  because  it  should  not  be  presumed  that  he  would  certify 
her  declaration  that  she  had  freely  and  voluntarily  sealed  and  de- 
livered the  deed  without  ascertaining  that  she  understood  what  she 
had  done."     In  Gill  v.  Fauntleroy,'  the  ruling  made  in  the  fore- 

1  Gregory  v.  Ford,  5  B.  Hon.  471,  481. 

>  The  certificate  of  the  clerk  stated  that  the  wife  had  aclcnowledged  the  deed 
before  him,  and  that  she  being  examined  by  him  privily  and  apart  from  her 
basband,  declared  to  him  that  she  did  freely  and  willingly  seal  and  deliver  the  said 
indentare,  and  wished  not  to  retract  it. 

•  GiU  V.  Fanntleroy,  8  B.  Mon.  177,  180,  182-3. 
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going  cases  was  followed  and  approved.  But  it  was  neyertheless 
held  that  to  constitute  a  valid  acknowledgment,  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk  must  state  expressly,  or  show  by  clear  implication  that 
the  wife  was  privately  examined,  and  upon  such  examination  de- 
clared that  she  freely  and  willingly  executed  the  deed.  A  certifi- 
cate which  omitted  these  requisites  was  declared  fatally  defective;^ 
and  the  addition  of  the  words  '^as  the  law  directs,"  was  held  to 
give  no  additional  validity  to  the  certificate.^  So  a  certificate 
which  failed  to  show  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  was  volun- 
tary was  held  ineffectual  to  divest  her  right.' 

18.  By  the  present  statute  of  Kentucky,  the  deed  of  a  married 
woman,  to  be  effectual,  is  required  to  be  acknowledged  before  an 
officer  authorized  to  act  in  the  premises,  and  to  be  recorded.  Pre- 
vious to  the  acknowledgment,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  officer  to 
explain  to  her  the  contents  and  effect  of  the  deed,  separately  and 
apart  from  her  husband ;  and  thereupon,  if  she  freely  and  volun- 
tarily acknowledge  the  same,  and  is  willing  for  it  to  be  recorded, 
the  officer  must  certify  that  the  deed  ''was  acknowledged  before 
him,  and  when  it  was  done  ;  which  shall  be  evidence  that  she  had 
been  examined  separately  and  apart  from  her  husband,  and  the 
contents  explained  to  her,  and  that  she  had  voluntarily  acknowl- 
edged the  instrument,  and  consented  that  it  should  be  recorded."^ 
If  the  acknowledgment  be  not  recorded  within  the  time  prescribed 

1  <(  Mercer  county,  set.  This  day  John  Faantleroy  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  a  party 
to  the  within  indentare,  personally  appeared  before  me,  and  acknowledged  the  same 
to  be  their  act  and  deed,  and  the  said  Margaret,  separate  and  apart  from,  her  said 
husband,  acknowledged  the  said  indenture  to  be  her  act  and  deed,  and  relinquished 
her  right  of  inheritance  to  the  land  in  said  indenture  mentioned,  and  also  relin- 
quished her  right  of  dower  as  the  law  directs." 

*  Upon  this  point  the  case  of  Hughes  v,  McEinsey,  supra^  was  in  effect  overruled. 
See,  also,  Blackburn  v.  Pennington,  infra. 

'  Blackburn  v.  Pennington,  8  B.  Mon.  217.  The  following  is  the  form  of  the 
certificate  in  that  case.  '^  Kentucky,  Lincoln  county,  set.  I  do  certify  that  on 
the  10th  day  of  March,  1813,  this  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  from  James  Black- 
bum  and  Jane,  his  wife,  to  Edward  Pleasants,  was  presented  to  me  in  my  office,  and 
acknowledged  by  the  said  James  Blackburn  and  Jane,  tfis  wife,  to  be  their  act  and 
deed,  the  said  Jane  being  privily  examined  as  the  law  directs.  Whereupon  I  ad- 
mitted the  same  to  record  in  my  office."  See,  also,  Elliott  v.  Peirsol,  1  Peters,  Q.  S. 
328 ;  s.  c.  1  M'Lean,  11 ;  Tevis  v,  Richardson,  7  Mon.  654;  Whitaker  v.  Blair,  3  J 
J.  Marsh.  236;  Prewit  v.  Graves,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  114  ;  Bamett  v.  Shackleford,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  632  ;  Ford  v.  Gregory,  10  B.  Mon.  175. 

*  1  Rev.  St.  Ey.  by  Stanton,  p.  281,  i  22  ;  Allen  v.  Shortridge,  1  DuvaU,  (Ey.) 
34. 
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by  the  statute,  it  will  not  bind  the  wife.^    But  in  such  case,  if  it  be 
re-acknowledged  by  her  and  then  recorded,  it  will  be  good.' 

19.  Ohio.  In  the  case  of  Brown  t;.  Farran,'  which  arose  under 
the  Act  of  1818/  it  was  held,  that  the  omission  in  the  certificate 
of  the  words  "without  any  fear  or  coercion  of  her  husband,"  was 
supplied  by  the  statement  that  the  wife,  on  a  separate  examination 

acknowledged  the  conveyance  to  be  her  ^'  voluntary  act  and  deed."'^ 

—  -  ■    —  -  -  *  I  I 

1  1  ReF.  St.  Kj.  p.  281,  {  23;  Elliott  v.  Peirsol,  1  Peters,  U.  S.  R.  328 ;  B.  o.,  1 
McLean,  11 ;  Thompson  v.  Peebles,  6  Dana,  387 ;  BarneUo.  Shackleford,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  532;  Tevis  tr.  Richardson,  7  Mon.  654;  Applegate  v.  Gracj,  9  Dana,  215; 
Whitaker  o.  Blair,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  236 ;  Ford  v.  Gregory,  10  B.  Mon.  175.  As  to  the 
effect  of  recording  the  certificate  of  the  privy  examination  of  the  wife  in  a  blank 
left  in  the  record,  and  correcting  an  error  in  the  name,  see  Gkdges  v.  Western  Bap- 
tist Tbeolog.  Inst.,  Ac,  13  B.  Mon.  630. 

*  1  ReF.  St.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  281,  {  23.  Where  a  deed  is  acknowledged  in  op^ 
conrt,  a  certificate  that  it  was  so  acknowledged,  without  stating  by  whom,  is  suffi- 
cient. It  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  by  the  grantor.  Philips  v.  Ruble,  Litt.  Sel. 
Gas.  221.  A  privy  examination  by  the  clerk  out  of  court,  is  sufficient.  Pendergast 
«.  Gwathmey,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  67.  The  courts  will  not  presume  that  a  commission 
for  the  privy  examination  of  a  /em«  covert  had  been  issued  and  lost,  (as  the  law 
required  it  to  be  recorded  with  the  deed),  where  everything  else  appears  to  make 
the  conveyance  complete,  and  there  is  no  allegation  or  proof  of  such  loss.  Gray  v, 
Patton,  2  B.  Mon.  12!  Where  justices  of  the  peace  take  the  acknowledgment,  the 
certificate  must  be  under  their  hands  and  seals.  Kemper  v.  Hughes,  7  B.  Mon. 
255. 

•  Browne.  Farran,  3  Ohio,  140. 

^  2  Chase,  1041.  This  Act  provided,  "  That  when  a  husband  and  wife,  she  being 
eighteen  years  of  age  or  upwards,  shall,  within  this  State  execute  any  deed,  mortgage, 
or  other  instrument  of  writing,  for  the  conveyance  or  incumbrance  of  the  estate  of  the 
wife,  or  her  right  of  dower  to  any  lands,  tenements  or  hereditameDts  whatsoever, 
such  deed,  mortgage,  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  shall  be  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  signing  and  sealing  thereof  be  acknowledged  by  them 
in  the  presence  of  two  subscribing  witnesses,  who  shall  attest  the  acknowledgment 
of  such  signing  and  sealing,  and  also  be  acknowledged  before  a  judge  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace;  and  the  judge  or  justice  taking  such 
acknowledgment  shall  examine  the  wife  separate  and  apart  from  her  said  husband, 
and  shall  read,  or  otherwise  make  known  to  her  the  contents  of  such  deed,  mort- 
gage, or  other  instrument  of  writing  and  if,  npon  such  examination  she  shall  declare 
that  she  voluntarily  and  of  her  own  free  will  and  accord,  without  any  fear  or  coer- 
cion of  her  husband,  did,  and  now  doth  acknowledge  the  signing  and  sealing  thereof, 
the  said  judge  or  justice  shall  certify  the  same,  together  with  the  acknowledgment 
of  the  husband  on  the  same  sheet  on  which  such  deed,  mortgage,  or  other  instru- 
ment shaU  be  printed  or  written,  subscribing  his  name,  and  affixing  his  seal  to  said 
certificate." 

>  «  State  of  Ohio,  Hamilton  county,  m.:  Before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  within  and  for  said  county,  personally  appeared  David  Brown  and  Oatha- 
rine  Brown,  his  wife,  who,  having  been  made  acquainted  with  the  contents,  and 


826  THB  LAW  OF  DOWBB.  [CH.  XIII. 

The  views  of  the  court  upon  this  point  were  expressed  as  fol- 
lows :  ^^  The  third  objection  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
certificate,  that  the  wife  acted  without  any  fear  or  coercion  of  her 
husband.  It  is  true  that  those  words  are  not  contained  in  the  cer- 
tificate, but  the  justice  certifies  that  she  acknowledged  the  deed  to 
be  her  voluntary  act,  and  if  voluntary,  it  could  not  have  been  done 
under  the  influence  of  fear  or  coercion.  The  term  voluntary,  is 
defined  to  be,  acting  without  compulsion,  acting  by  choice,  willing, 
of  one's  own  accord.  The  declaration  of  the  wife,  then,  on  her 
separate  examination,  excludes  the  idea  of  fear,  or  force.  If  she 
executed  the  instrument  willingly,  of  choice,  and  of  her  own  accord, 
as  her  admission  before  the  justice  imports,  she  could  not  have 
been  under  the  influence  of  fear,  much  less  of  coercion.  An  act 
done  in  consequence  of  fear,  can  not  be  done  willingly,  and  of 
choice.  The  one  unavoidably  excludes  the  other,  so  that  the  magis- 
trate, although  he  has  not  used  all  the  words  given  in  the  statute, 

has  taken  one  which  includes  the  substance  of  all  the  others 

It  will  not  be  seriously  contended,  that  the  magistrate  is  bound  to 
use  the  same  language  that  he  finds  in  the  statute.  The  legislature 
have  not  undertaken  to  prescribe  a  form  of  acknowledgment  that 
is  to  be  literally  pursued.  If  the  certificate  contains  the  substance 
of  the  law,  although  in  the  language  of  the  ofiicer,  it  is  sufficient.^ 
On  any  other  principle  it  is  a  matter  of  doubt,  whether  the  records 
of  the  State  contain  a  solitary  deed  with  a  valid  acknowledgment. 
It  is,  however,  safe  and  prudent  to  adopt  the  language  of  the  Act, 
with  but  little,  if  any  variation,  and  yet  it  would  be  attended  with 
destructive  consequences  to  consider  such  an  adherence  as  essential 
to  the  validity  of  an  acknowledgment.  It  may  become  a  question, 
then,  how  far  the  magistrate  may  deviate  from  the  words  of  the 
Act.     I  would  answer  the-  inquiry  by  saying,  that  his  certificate 


being  examined  separate  and  apart,  the  wife  from  the  husband,  acknowledged  the 
above  indenture  to  be  their  voluntary  act  and  deed  for  the  uses  and  purposes  there- 
in mentioned.  In  witness,''  Ac.  In  Hubbel  v.  Broad  well,  8  Ohio,  120,  the  following 
acknowledgment,  taken  under  the  same  statute,  was  held  valid:  <* State  of  Ohio, 
Hamilton  county,  m.:  Before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  came 
Gabriel  Hubbel,  and  Martha,  his  wife,  who  being  made  acquainted  with  the  con- 
tents, and  being  examined  separate  and  apart,  acknowledged  the  above,"  Ac.  Lane, 
J.,  remarked :  "  The  acknowledgment  of  the  deed,  although  slovenly,  is  well  enough. 
It  admits  of  no  sensible  interpretation,  except  that  which  shows  the  essential  requi- 
sites of  the  law  were  complied  with." 
1  See  Barton  v,  Morris,  15  Ohio,  408,  423. 
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must  contain  the  substance  of  eyerything  required  by  the  law.  No 
substantial  part  of  the  provision  can  be  dispensed  with.  It  must 
appear  expressly,  or  by  irresistible  inference  from  the  language  of 
the  certificate,  that  the  wife  was  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the 
deed ;  that  she  was  examined  apart  from  her  husband ;  that  she 
acknowledged  the  deed,  and  admitted  that  it  was  her  voluntary  act, 
in  such  terms  as  necessarily  excluded  the  influence  of  fear  or  coer- 
cion."i 

20.  Jn  Newcomb  v.  Smith,^  determined  on  the  circuit,  the  cer* 
tificate  failed  to  show  any  separate  examination  of  the  wife,  but 
stated  that  the  acknowledgment  was  made  '^  agreeably  to  the  Act 
in  such  cases  made  and  provided.'*  This  was  regarded  as  sufficient, 
the  words  ^'agreeably  to  the  Act,"  including,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  all  that  the  law  required.  But  in  a  case  decided  shortly 
afterwards  by  the  court  in  bank,  it  was  expressly  held,  that  to  bar 
the  dower  of  the  wife  by  a  deed  executed  under  the  Act  of  1805,' 
it  is  necessary  that  the  certificate  should  show  that  the  wife  was 
made  acquainted  with  its  contents  ;^  and  this  doctrine  was  affirmed 


^  It  was  further  held  in  this  case  that  the  words  of  the  statute  "  did  and  now  doth 
acknowledge,"  do  not,  in  terms,  reqaire  a  declaration  before  the  officer,  that  the  wife 
did  acknowledge  the  deed  without  fear  or  coercion  before  the  witnesses ;  but  that 
the  statute  meant  only  that  she  did  sign  and  seal  the  deed  before  the  witnesses,  and 
doth  before  the  officer  Toluntarilj  acknowledge  it. 
•     <  Newcomb  v.  Smith,  Wright's  Rep.  208. 

'  It  is  required  bjr  this  Act  that  in  taking  the  wife's  acknowledgment,  the  dfficer 
**  shall  examine  the  wife  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  and  shall  read,  or 
otherwise  make  known  the  full  contents  of  such  deed  or  conTeyance  to  the  said 
wife  ;«And  if,  upon  such  separate  examination,  she  shall  declare  that  she  did  volun- 
tarily and  of  her  own  free  will  and  accord,  seal,  and  as  her  act  and  deed,  deliver  the 
said  deed  or  conveyance  without  any  coercion  or  compulsion  of  her  husband,  every 
such  deed  or  conveyance  shall  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  declared  to  be  good  and 
valid  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  said  wife  had  been  a  sole,  and 
not  covert  at  the  time  of  such  sealing  and  delivery ;  and  the  judge  or  justice  taking 
such  acknowledgment,  shall,  under  his  hand  and  seal  certify  the  same  upon  the  back 
of  the  deed  or  conveyance."     I  Chase,  485. 

*  Connell  v.  Connell,  6  Ohio,  353.  The  certificate  held  defective  in  this  case  was 
as  follows  :  "  Personally  came  John  Connell  and  Eleanor,  his  wife,  before  me,  John 
Barrett,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  said  county,  and  acknowledged  the 
within  indenture  to  be  their  voluntary  act  and  deed,  for  the  purposes  therein 
expressed ;  the  said  Eleanor,  when  being  privately  examined,  separate  and  apart 
from  her  husband,  acknowledged  that  she  signed  the  same  of  her  own  free  will, 
without  any  compulsion  from  her  husband,  and  so  freely  relinquished  her  right  of 
dower." 


828  THB  LAW  OF  DOWEB.  [CH. 

in  several  subsequent  cases,^  In  one  of  these  the  certificate  stated 
that  the  wife  had  been  examined  ^^  according  to  law."*  In  remark- 
ing upon  this  form  of  certificate,  the  court  said  :  ^^  A  certificate  by 
the  oflScer  that  he  has  acted  according  to  law,  is  no  evidence  that 
the  things  are  done  which  the  law  requires.  It  is  evidence  of  the 
opinion  of  the  officer,  nothing  more.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer 
to  certify  the  things  he  has  done,  and  the  court  will  then  judge 
whether  he  has  pursued  the  law.  It  is  not  a  certificate  of  the  opinion 
of  the  officer  that  he  has  pursiied  the  law,  which  the  statute  requires, 
but  a  certificate  of  the  acts  he  has  pursued  in  obedience  to  the 
statute.  The  certificate  itself  must  contain  all  the  acts  done,  that 
it  may  appear  upon  its  face  that  the  requisitions  of  the  statute 
have  been  complied  with.'*'  Shortly  afterwards,  however,  these 
cases  were,  upon  elaborate  argument,  overruled ;  and  it  was 
repeatedly  adjudged,  that  the  omission  in  the  certificate  of  a  state- 
ment that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were  made  known  to  the  wife, 
did  not  affect  its  validity.*  "Why,"  said  the  court  in  Chesnut  v. 
Shane,^  "  require  a  certificate  under  the  officer's  hand  and  seal  of 
his  own  performance  of  duty  ?  It  would  not  give  any  strength  to 
the  legal  presumption  based  upon  his  oath  of  office.  His  official 
oath  would  be  violated  by  taking  and  certifying  the  acknowledg- 
ment while  the  wife  was  ignorant  of  the  contents ;  and  surely  if  his 
official  oath  can  not  be  trusted,  his  certificate  would  be  utterly 
worthless."  In  Rufiher  v,  McLenan,*  the  deed  was  executed  under 
the  law  of  1805.  The  certificate  set  forth  that  the  grantors  "  being 
examined  separately,  acknowledged  the  above  deed  of  conveyance 
to  be  their  voluntary  act  and  deed  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein 
mentioned,  as  the  law  directs,"  and  this  was  held  sufficient.     So  in 

^  Goodv.  Zercher,  12  Ohio,  364;  Meddock  v.  Williams,  Ibid.  377;  Sillimftii  v. 
GamminB,  13  Obio,  116.  See  Rayeriy  v.  FridgOi  3  McLean,  230;  Worthington  v. 
Toang,  6  Obio,  313. 

s  **  Before  me,  James  Sisson,  a  Jastice  of  tbe  peace  within  and  for  said  conntj, 
personally  appeared  Abijab  Meddock  and  Racbael,  his  wife,  who  being  examined 
according  to  law,  acknowledged  tbe  abo^e  deed  of  conveyance  to  be  their  Tolnntaiy 
act  and  deed  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned." 

•  Meddock  v.  Williams,  12  Ohio,  377,  387.      ^ 

^  Cbesnnt  V.  Shane,  16  Ohio,  599;  Raffbero.  McLenan,  n>id.  639,  653;  PhiUps 
V,  Disney,  Ibid.  654;  Meddock  v,  Tift,  Ibid.  660 ;  Vattier  v.  Gbesseldine,  Ibid.  661 ; 
Card  V.  Patterson,  6  Ohio  St  319 ;  Williams  v.  Bobson,  6  Ohio  St  510. 

B  Chesnut  v.  Shane,  wpra, 

*  Raffner  v,  McLenan,  tupra.  The  certiScates  in  Meddock  v.  Tift,  and  in  Vattier 
V.  Ghesseldine,  were  sabstantially  in  the  same  form. 
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Philips  V,  Disney,^  arising  under  the  same  statute,  a  certificate  was 
held  valid  which  failed  to  show  a  separate  examination,  and  merely 
stated  that  the  grantors  ^^  acknowledged  the  within  conveyance  to 
be  their  voluntary  act  and  deed,  executed  for  the  uses  and  purposes 
therein  contained,  agreeably  to  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and 
provided."  The  case  of  Card  v.  Patterson,'  called  for  a  construc- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1881,'  and  it  was  there  held,  that  the  provisions 
of  that  Act  did  not  require  the  officer  to  certify  that  he  had  made 
known  to  the  wife  the  contents  of  the  deed.^  But  in  Ward  v. 
Mcintosh,^  it  was  decided  that  under  that  statute,  the  certificate 
must  show  a  declaration  by  the  wife,  on  her  separate  examination, 
<<  that  she  did  voluntarily  sign,  seal,  and  acknowledge  the  instru- 
ment,  and  that  she  is  still  satisfied  therewith ;"  and  a  certificate 
which  omitted  this  matter  was  declared  void.*  ^^  We  are  aware," 
the  court  said,  ^^  that  the  views  here  expressed  are  in  conflict  with 
the  case  of  Card  v.  Patterson.^  In  that  case,  which  arose  under 
the  Act  of  1881,  a  certificate  by  the  justice  of  the  peace,  '  that  the 
said  Maria,  (the  wife),  being  by  me  examined  separate  and  apart 
from  her  husband,  declared  that  she  signed  the  same  of  her  own 

1  Philips  V,  Disney,  n^fra.  *  Card  o.  Patterson,  5  Ohio  St.  319. 

*  The  statute  of  1831,  provides :  <'  The  officer  before  whom  such  aclcnowledgment 
shall  be  made,  shall  examine  the  wife  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  and 
shall  read  or  otherwise  make  known  to  her  the  contents  of  such  deed,  mortgage,  or 
other  instrument  of  writing ;  and  if,  upon  such  separate  examination,  she  shaU 
declare  that  she  did  voluntarily  sign,  seal,  and  acknowledge  the  same,  and  that  she 
is  still  satisfied  therewith,  snch  officer  shall  certify  such  examination  and  declara- 
tion of  the  wife,  together  with  the  acknowledgment  as  aforesaid  on  such  deed.''  1 
Swan  k  Gritchf.  461. 

^  The  following  certificate  was  held  sufficient :  «  Before  me,  the  subscriber,  an 
acting  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  personally  came  John 
Bdlebute  and  Maria,  his  [wife],  signers  to  the  foregoing  deed  of  conveyance,  and 
severally  acknowledged  the  signing  and  sealing  thereof  to  be  their  free,  voluntary 
act  and  deed,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  expressed ;  the  said  Maria  being  by 
me  examined  separate  from  her  husband,  declared  that  she  signed  the  same  of  her 
own  free  will  and  accord."  This  decision  was  affirmed  in  Williams  v,  Robson,  6 
Ohio  St  610.  That  case,  however,  arose  under  the  act  of  1S20.  2  Chase,  1 139. 
See,  also,  Newell  v.  Anderson,  7  Ohio  St  12. 

ft  Ward  V.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  St.  231. 

*  <*  The  above  named  John  Mcintosh  and  Susannah,  his  wife,  she  being  examined 
apart  from  her  husband,  agreeably  to  law,  and  the  contents  of  this  deed  made 
known  to  her,  the  signers  and  sealers  of  the  above  instrument,  personally  appeared 
and  acknowledged  the  same  to  be  their  free  and  voluntary  act  and  deed,  before 

f  Card  V.  Patterson,  ngfra. 
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free  will  and  accord/  preceded  by  the  joint  acknowledgment  of  the 
deed  by  her  and  her  husband,  was  held  effective  to  transfer  her 
interest  in  the  lands  conveyed.  This  certificate,  it  is  true,  varies 
from  the  certificate  of  Mrs.  Mcintosh,  in  this,  that  it  is.  preceded 
by  a  joint  acknowledgment  of  husband  and  wife,  and  renders  the 
inference  that  she  thereby  expressed  her  satisfaction  less  forced 
than  in  the  case  at  bar.  Still,  it  is  not  to  be  disguised,  that  under 
our  conceptions  of  the  statute,  the  certificate  was  insufScient.  The 
declaration  of  continued  satisfaction,  to  which  we  attach  such 
importance,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  noticed  by  the  court,  or 
the  counsel  managing  the  cause.  .  •  .  While  we  entertain  profound 
respect  for  the  learning  and  ability  of  the  court  making  the  decision 
in  that  case,  we  are  constrained  to  think  it  was  decided  upon  its 
supposed  analogy  to  adjudications  under  statutes  essentially  variant, 
and  without  properly  estimating  the  change  effected  or  intended  to 
be  effected  by  the  Act  of  1881."  In  quite  a  recent  case,^  under 
the  same  statute,  a  certificate  in  the  form  given  in  the  note,'  was 
held  suflScient.' 

21.  Indiana.  In  Clark  v.  Redman,^  it  was  held  that  to  effect  a 
relinquishment  of  dower  under  the  statute  of  1823,^  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  wife  must  appear  to  have  been  made  separately 
and  apart  from  the  husband.  It  was  subsequently  settled  that  the 
act  of  1824,  did  not  require  the  certificate  to  show  that  the  con- 

1  Browder  o.  Browder,  14  Ohio  St  689. 

<  "  On  this  29th  day  of  Febj.,  1836,  Hector  S.  Browder  and  Catbarinei  his  wife, 
the  grantors  named  in  the  foregoing  deed  of  conveyance,  personally  appeared  before 
me,  one  of  the  jastices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  said  county,  and  severally  acknowK 
edged  the  signing  and  sealing  of  the  same  as  their  act  and  deed,  for  the  purposes 
therein  expressed.  And  the  said  Catharine  having  been  made  known  to  the  con- 
tents of  said  deed,  and  being  by  me  examined  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband, 
declared  that  she  voluntarily,  and  of  her  free  wiU  and  accord,  without  fear  or 
coercion  of  her  husband,  did,  and  now  doth,  acknowledge  the  signing  and  seallnip 
thereof." 

>  It  has  been  decided  in  Ohio,  that  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed 
made  upon  a  separate  strip  of  paper,  attached  to  the  deed  by  a  wafer,  with  the 
officer's  seal  upon  the  same,  by  a  commissioner  of  deeds  in  New  York,  appointed 
by  the  GoTemor  of  Ohio,  under  the  Act  for  appointing  commissioners,  passed 
January  26,  1844,  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  statute  requiring  the  officer  taking 
an  acknowledgment  to  ^*  certify  such  acknowledgment  on  the  iatne  tkesi  on  which 
such  deed  is  printed  or  written."  Winkler  v,  fliggins,  9  Ohio  St.  599.  Since  this 
decision  was  made,  a  statute  has  been  adopted  allowing  defects  of  this  character  to 
be  corrected.     1  Swan  k  Critchf.  p.  473,  {  27. 

«  Clark  V.  Redman,  I  Blackf.  379.  «  Stat  1823,  p.  334. 
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tents  of  the  deed  had  heen  made  known  to  the  wife.^  ^^  The  statute 
does  not  require  as  we  understand  it,''  the  court  observed,  ^'  the 
certificate  to  show  anything  more  on  the  subject  than  the  declara- 
tion or  acknowledgment  of  the  wife,  that  she  h^d  voluntarily  exe* 
cuted  the  deed.  It  will  be  presumed,  the  contrary  not  appearing, 
that  the  officer  did  his  duty  as  to  the  separate  examination  of  the 
wife,  and  the  making  her  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  the  deed. 
It  is  the  acknowledgment  only,  not  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  made,  that  is  required  to  be  certified."'  And  in  Owen  v. 
Norris,'  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  as  shown  by  the  magis- 
trate's certificate,  agreeing  in  substance,  though  not  in  words  with 
that  prescribed  by  the  statute  was  held  sufficient.  So,  under  the 
statute  of  1838,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  the  contrary  not  appearing, 
that  the  acknowledging  magistrate  properly  performed  his  duty 
with  regard  to  the  separate  examination  of  a  married  woman.^  So 
where  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  after  certifying  that  the  hus- 
band and  wife  had  voluntarily  executed  the  deed,  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows :  '*  The  said  wife  having  been  by  me  examined  separate  and 
apart  from  her  said  husband,  and  the  contents  of  the  above  deed 
being  read  and  explained  to  her  as  the  lata  directs^  acknowledged 
the  same  to  be  her  voluntary  act  and  deed  without  force  or  coercion 
from  her  said  husband ;"  it  was  held  that  the  certificate  showed  a 
legal  acknowledgment  under  the  revised  statutes  of  1843.'^  In  a 
subsequent  case  arising  under  the  same  statute,  it  was  decided  that 
the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  must 
show  by  the  facts  stated  in  it,  that  she  had  been  examined  in  the 


1  SteTeni  v.  Doe,  6  Black.  475 ;  Watson  v.  Glendenin,  Ibid.  477  ;  Davis  v.  Bar- 
tholomew, 3  Ind.  485.  In  Stevens  v.  Doe,  the  certificate  was  in  this  form :  "  Before 
me,  D.  Weaver,  a  jastice  of  the  peace  within  and  for  the  said  coonty,  personally  ap- 
peared John  Henrj  and  Martha  Henry,  his  wife,  the  said  Martha  Henry  being 
examined  separate  and  apart  (torn  her  hasband  as  the  law  directs,  and  acknowledged 
the  above  deed  of  conveyance  to  be  their  voluntary  act  and  deed  for  the  nses  and 
purposes  therein  mentioned.    In  testimony/'  Ac. 

The  certificate  in  Davis  v.  Bartholomew,  after  reciting  the  acknowledgment  by 
the  grantors,  proceeded  as  follows :  "  And  the  said  R.  the  wife  of  the  said  J.,  having 
been  by  me  examined  separate  and  apart  from  her  said  husband  as  required  by  law, 
touching  the  above  deed,  declared  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  same  of 
her  own  ft«e  will  and  accord,  without  any  coercion  or  compulsion  of  her  said  bus* 
band,  and  that  she  thereby  relinquished  all  her  right  and  claim  to  dower  in  the  said 
premises.    In  witness,"  Ac. 

s  SteTcns  v.  Doe,  6  Blackf.  475.  •  Owen  o.  Norris,  5  Blackf.  479. 

A  Fleming  «.  Potter,  14  Ind.  486.  ^  Pardnn  v,  Dobesberger,  3  Ind.  389. 
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manner  prescribed  by  the  statnte,  or  the  deed  as  to  her  will  not  be 
yalid.^  In  that  case  the  certificate  stated  that  the  wife  had  been 
examined  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband  as  required  by  law; 
but  did  not  state  that  she  had  been  examined  without  the  hearing 
of  her  husband;  and  this  was  regarded  by  the  court  as  a  fatal 
defect.'  By  the  present  statute  it  is  not  necessary  ^'  for  a  married 
woman  to  acknowledge  her  deed  in  any  form  other  than  that 
required  by  unmarried  persons."^ 

22.  HKnois.  In  this  State  the  certificate  and  acknowledgment 
are  regarded  as  forming  an  essential  part  of  the  execution  of  a 
deed.^  It  is  held,  however,  that  a  certificate  is  sufficient  which 
shows  the  requirements  of  the  statute  to  hare  been  substantially 
followed  f  but  these  requirements  must  not  be  departed  from  in 
any  essential  particular.*  A  certificate  which  fails  to  show  that 
the  wife  was  known  to  the  officer  to  be  the  person  who  signed  the 
deed  is  insufficient.^  So  an  acknowledgment  which  does  not  state 
that  she  was  made  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  the  deed  and 
relinquished  her  dower,  entirely  fails  to  comply  with  the  statute.' 
And  it  has  been  held  that  a  certificate,  to  pass  the  title  of  tkfeme 
covert,  should  state  that  she  was  made  acquainted  with  the  contents 
of  the  deed,  or  that  she  was  examined  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband,  and  acknowledged  that  she  executed  it  freely  and  with- 
out compulsion.*  But  the  words  ^^does  not  wish  to  retract,"  do 
not  properly  constitute  any  part  of  the  acknowledgment ;  they  are 
inserted  in  the  statute  to  afford  a  married  woman  an  opportunity 
to  avoid  a  deed  conveying  her  interest,  which  she  has  voluntarily 
executed,  if,  at  the  time  the  officer  takes  the  acknowledgment  she 
desires  to  retract  what  she  has  done.^^ 

^  Jordan  v,  Corey,  2  Garter,  386. 

>  To  the  same  effect,  Battorfield  v.  BeaU,  3  Ind.  203. 

*  1  Rev.  St.  Ind.  1852,  p.  236,  {  23 ;  Hubble  v,  Wright,  23  Ind.  322. 

^  Mariner  v.  Saunders,  6  Gilm.  113 ;  Hughee  o.  Oommlngs,  11  111.  123  ;  Maion  v. 
Brock,  12  ni.  273. 

*  Hughes  V.  Gummings,  11  HI.  123. 

•  Ibid.;  Mason  v.  Brock,  12  lU.  273;  Owen  «.  Bobbins,  19  m.  646;  QoTe  v. 
Gather,  23  III.  634 ;  Oarrett  v.  Moss,  22  111.  363. 

T  Oore  9.  Gather,  23  lU.  634.  •  Owen  v.  Bobbins,  19  HI.  545. 

•  Garrett  o.  Moss,  22  III.  363. 

^  Hughes  o.  Gummings,  11  111.  123.  On  the  subject  of  acknowledgments  in  Illi- 
nois, reference  may  be  had  to  the  following  additional  authorities :  McGonnel  v. 
Reed,  2  Scam.  371 ;  Ayres  v.  McGonnell,  Ibid.  307  ;  McGonnel  v,  Johnson,  Ibid.  522  ; 
LlYlsgston  V.  Kettelle,  1  Gilm.  116 ;  Vance  v.  Schuyler,  Ibid.  161. 
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« 

28.  Michigan.  It  has  been  determined  in  this  State,  that  a  cer- 
tificate of  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  of  a  deed  by  a  married 
woman  under  the  Act  of  1840/  setting  forth  that  *'  separately  and 
apart  from  her  husband  she  acknowledged  that  she  executed  the 
same  freely,  and  without  fear  or  compulsion  of  any  one,"  without 
stating  that  it  was  done  on  a  private  examination,  is  void.' 

24.  Iowa*  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  OTerrall  v.  Simplot,^ 
that  under  the  Act  of  1840,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  married  woman,  that  the  certificate 
of  the  officer  taking  it,  show  that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were 
made  known  to  her,  and  that  she  freely  relinquished  her  dower  in 
the  premises.  It  has  also  been  regarded  as  necessary  that  the 
acknowledgment  should  show  the  deed  to  be  the  ^^  voluntary  "  act 
of  the  grantor.^  But  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  was 
declared  to  be  all, that  was  required.^  And  now  by  statute,  it  is 
provided  that  a  married  woman  may  convey  her  interest  in  real 
estate  in  the  same  manner  as  other  persons  ;^  and  under  this  enact- 
ment, if  husband  and  wife  join  in  a  conveyance,  no  private  exami- 
nation is  necessary  to  render  valid  the  execution  of  the  deed.^ 

25.  Mi$$ouri.  In  Ghauvin  v.  Wagner,^  it  was  held  that  under 
the  Act  of  1825,  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  by  a  married 
woman,  is  not  vitiated  by  the  omission  to  state  that  the  contents  of 
the  deed  were  explained  to  her,  if  it  show  that  she  had  actual 
knowledge  of  the  contents.^  And  a  majority  of  the  court  concurred 

^  Seas.  L.  1840,  p.  167,  {  4.  '*  That  the  rights  of  dower  which  tLUjfeme  covert 
may  have  to  any  lands  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  shall  not  be  passed  or  conveyed 
only  by  deed  eiecnted  by  sach/<;m0  covert^  and  acknowledged  by  Buch  feme  covert  on 
a  prirate  examination  separate  and  apart  from  her  hnsband,  that  she  executed  the 
deed  withoat  fear  or  compulsion  from  any  one ;  which  acknowledgment  shall  be 
certified  upon  such  deed  by  the  officer  before  whom  it  may  be  made.*' 

*  Sibley  v.  Johnson,  1  Mann.  380. 

»  CHFerrall  v.  Simplot,  4  G.  Greene,  162 ;  s.  o.  4  Iowa,  381. 

*  Wickersham  v.  Reeyes,  1  Clarke,  413. 

*  Tiffany  v.  Glover,  3  Iowa,  387  ,*  Bell  v.  Evans,  10  Iowa,  353  ;  Dickerson  v,  Davis, 
12  Iowa,  353;  Wickersham  «.  Beeves,  1  Clarke,  413;  Cavender  v.  Smith,  5  Clarke, 
167. 

*  Code,  2  1207 ;  Rev.  1860,  {  2215. 

f  Grapengether  9.  Feijervary,  9  With.  163,  173.  See  ante,  {  2.  The  certificate 
must  show  that  the  identity  of  the  grantor  is  personally  known  to  the  officer.  Brin- 
ton  V,  Seevers,  12  Iowa,  389. 

B  Chauvin  v.  Wagner,  18  Misso.  531. 

*  To  the  same  effect,  Thomas  v.  Meir,  18  Misso.  573.  A  subBtantial  compliance 
with  the  ftatate  is  sufficient.    Alexander  v.  Merry,  9  Misso.  514. 
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in  the  opinion,  that  a  certificate  which  states  that  the  wife  ^^  was 
examined  whether  she  acknowledged  that  she  executed  the  deed 
and  relinquished  her  dower/'  and  that  ^^she  acknowledged  that  she 
executed  the  deed  and  relinquished  her  dower,"  will  pass  her  estate, 
if  it  conform  to  the  statute  in  other  respects.  But  if  the  certificate 
omit  to  state  that  she  ^'relinquished  her  dower,"  it  will  be  fatally 
defective,  even  though  it  set  forth  that  '^  she  executed  the  deed 
freely."^  Under  the  Revised  Code  of  1885,  a  separate  examination 
of  the  wife  is  essential  to  a  valid  relinquishment  of  dower ;  and  the 
certificate  of  relinquishment  must  show  the  fact  of  such  an  exami- 
nation.' In  McDowell  v.  Little,'  the  early  legislation  on  this  sub- 
ject, was  thus  referred  to :  '*  In  the  case  of  Lindell  t;.  McNair,^  this 
court  held  that  a  married  woman  might,  in  1820,  when  this  deed 
was  executed,  convey  her  land  by  conforming  to  the  mode  of  exe- 
cuting and  acknowledging  deeds  prescribed  by  owe  Acts  of  Assembly. 
The  opinion  also  states,  that '  the  Act  of  17th  July,  1807,  directs 
how  conveyances  of  land  shall  be  made  and  authenticated,'  thus 
deciding  that  the  mode  prescribed  in  the  Act  of  1807,  must  be  con- 
formed to.  That  Act,  by  its  terms,  refers  only  to  the  execution  and 
acknowledgment  by  married  women,  of  deeds  for  the  conveyance 
of  their  rights  of  dower,  but  the  court  evidently  held  that  the  same 
mode  must  be  conformed  to  in  order  to  pass  any  other  interest  of 
the  wife  in  the  land.  In  the  case  of  Reaume  t;.  Chambers,^  Judge 
Scott,  held,  that  the  case  of  McNair  t;.  Lindell,  decides  nothing 
more  than  that  a  conveyance  made  by  the  husband  and  wife  during 
the  period  between  the  introduction  of  the  common  law,  on  January 
19,  1816,  and  the  statute  enabling  husband  and  wife  to  convey  real 
estate  belonging  to  the  wife,  passed  on  the  22d  June,  1821,  in  pur- 
suance to  the  statute  law  then  in  force  regulating  the  conveyance 
of  married  women's  estates  and  the  mode  of  relinquishing  dower 
therein,  will  be  efiectual  to  convey  the  real  estate  belonging  to  the 

1  Thomas  v.  Meir,  18  Misso.  673.  After  setting  forth  the  acknowledgment  bj 
husband  and  wife,  the  certificate  proceeded  as  follows :  "  And  the  said  Margaret, 
wife  of  the  said  Martin  Thomas,  being  by  me  examined  separately  and  apart  from 
her  husband,  whether  she  executed  said  deed  freely  and  yoluntariiy,  and  without 
the  compulsion  or  undue  influence  of  her  said  husband,  acknowledged  and  declared 
that  she  is  well  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  said  deed,  and  that  she  executed  the 
same  freely  and  yoluntariiy,  and  without  the  compulsion  or  undue  influence  of  her 
said  husband." 

s  Rogers  v.  Woody,  23  Misso.  548.  *  McDowell  v.  Little,  33  Misso.  523. 

*  Lindell  v.  McNair,  4  Misso.  380.  ^  Beaume  v.  Chambers,  22  Misso.  52. 
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wife.  In  the  present  case,  the  deed  is  not  executed  in  conformity 
to  the  statutes  then  in  force  regulating  the  conveytoce  of  married 
women's  estates,  and  the  mode  of  relinquishing  dower  therein.  It 
was  proved  only  by  the  oath  of  a  subscribing  witness.  There  was 
no  acknowledgment  at  all,  and  of  course,  no  explanation  to  the  wife 
and  privy  examination  of  her."^ 

26.  Tennessee,  In  the  case  of  Perry  v.  Calhoun,'  the  certificate 
by  commissioners,  of  the  privy  examination  of  a  married  woman, 
was  in  these  words :  *'  Agreeably  to  an  order  of  county  court  to 
us  directed,  we  certify  that  we  privately  examined  Sarah  Lidden, 
respecting  her  willingness  to  sign  the  within,  and  she  declared  she 
did  it  freely,  without  any  force  or  compulsion  whatever."  This 
was  held  not  sufficient  to  pass  her  title.  The  defects  in  the  certi- 
ficate were  thos  explained  by  the  court :  ^^  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
it  does  not  appear  what  order  was  made,  or  by  what  county  court, 
or  in  what  character  the  commissioners  were  acting;  neither  is 
there  any  date  to  the  certificate.  It  also  does  not  appear  that 
Sarah  Lidden  was  a  resident  of  a  different  county  from  that  in 
which  the  deed  was  proven,  or  that  she  was  so  aged  or  infirm  as  to 
be  unable  to  travel  to  the  chief  justice  of  the  county,  or  to  the 
county  court,  where  alone  such  privy  examination  could  be  had, 
except  in  such  cases  as  are  provided  for  by  the  statutes  then  in 
force.  Inasmuch  as  this  mode  of  conveyance  by  privy  examination 
ot  the  feme  covert^  was  introduced  by  statute  in  the  place  of  one 
much  more  solemn,  and  better  calculated  to  protect  her  rights,  viz. : 
fine  and  recovery,  great  strictness  must  be  required  in  enforcing 
the  observance  of  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  statutes.  In  the 
present  case,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  none  of  them  have  been  observed, 
and  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  this  deed  did  not  pass  the  title 
of  Sarah  Lidden."  In  the  case  of  Rainey  v.  Gordon,^  the  record 
of  a  privy  examination  of  Bbfeme  covert  was  in  the  following  words: 
^^The  court  proceeded  to  take  the  privy  examination  of  the  said 
Eliza  W.  Rainey,  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  who  says 
she  executed  the  same  freely  and  voluntarily,  without  fear  or  con- 

^  The  mere  addition  of  the  wordSi  **  and  relioqaishes  her  dower  in  the  premises/' 
or  the  like,  in  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  hj  a  wife  conveying  her 
own  estate,  does  not  render  the  deed  void  as  to  her.  Delossers  v.  Paston,  19  Misso. 
425  ]  Perkins  v.  Garter,  20  Misso.  465;  Chaavin  v.  Wagner,  18  Misso.  531. 

s  Perrj  v,  Galhoan,  8  Hamph.  551. 

*  Rainej  v.  Qordon,  6  Hamph.  345. 
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Strain t."     The  court  held  this  to  be  valid  as  a  privy  examination 
and  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  of  the  deed. 

27.  Alabama,  The  case  of  Dundas  v.  Hitchcock,^  decided  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  presented  a  question  as 
to  the  requisites  of  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  under  the  laws 
of  Alabama.  It  was  objected  to  the  certificate  there  called  in 
question,  that  in  place  of  the  words  ^'  as  her  voluntary  act  and  deed, 
freely,"  it  substituted  the  words  "freely  and  of  her  own  accord."* 
This  was  held  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute.  The  court 
said:  "That  the  words  of  the  acknowledgment  have  the  same 
meaning,  and  are  in  substance  the  same  with  those  used  in  the 
statute,  it  needs  no  argument  to  demonstrate ;  and  that  such  an 
acknowledgment  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute  to  give 
validity  to  the  deed  of  the  wife,  is  not  only  consonant  with  reason, 
but  as  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  show,  supported  by  very  numerous 
authorities.  The  Act  requires  a  private  examination  of  the  wife  to 
ascertain  that  she  acts  freely  and  not  by  compulsion  of  her  hus- 
band, but  it  prescribes  no  precise  form  of  words  to  be  used  in  the 
certificate,  nor  requires  that  it  should  contain  all  the  synonymes 
used  in  the  statute  to  express  the  meaning  of  the  legislature.^  In 
other  acts  of  the  same  legislature,  where  a  precise  form  of  acknowl- 
edgment of  certain  deeds  is  prescribed,  it  is  provided,  that  ^  any 
certificate  of  probate  or  acknowledgment  of  any  such  (leed,  shall 
be  good  and  efiectual  if  it  contain  the  substance,  whether  it  be  in 

1  Dundas  v,  Hitchcock,  12  How.  U.  S.  256. 

>  That  part  of  the  certificate  which  recited  the  separate  acknowledgment  of  the 
wife,  was  as  follows :  *^  And  also  personally  appeared  before  me,  Charles  A.  Marston, 
Anne  Hitchcock,  wife  of  the  said  H.  Hitchcock,  who  being  examined  priyately  and 
apart  from  her  said  hasband,  acknowledged  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and  deliTered 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  freely,  and  of  her  own  accord,  and  without  anj  fear, 
threats,  or  compulsion  of  her  said  husband." 

*  The  Alabama  statute  on  this  subject,  referred  to  in  this  case,  is  as  follows :  "  No 
estate  of  a,  feme  covert j  in  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  lying  and  being  in 
this  territory,  shall  pass  by  her  deed  or  conyeyance,  without  a  preyious  acknowledg- 
ment made  by  her  on  a  priyate  examination  before  one  of  the  territorial  judges,  or 
one  of  the  justices  of  the  county  court,  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and  deliyered  the 
same  as  her  yoluntary  act  and  deed,  freely,  without  any  fear,  threats  or  compolsion 
of  her  husband,  and  a  certificate  thereof,  written  on  or  under  the  said  deed  of  con- 
yeyance, and  signed  by  the  officer  before  whom  it  was  made ;  and  eyery  deed  or  con- 
yeyance so  executed  and  acknowledged  by  A/eme  covert^  and  certified  as  aforesud, 
shall  release  and  bar  her  right  of  dower,  and  be  good  and  effectual  to  conyey  the 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  thereby  intended  to  be  conyeyed."  Aiken's 
Dig.  93,  2  29. 
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the  form  or  not,  of  that  set  forth  in  the  first  section  of  this  Act.'^ 
The  legislature  have  thus  shown  a  laudable  anxiety  to  hinder  a 
construction  of  their  statutes,  which  would  require  a  stringent 
adherence  to  a  mere  form  of  words,  without  regard  to  their  mean- 
ing or  substance^  and  make  the  validity  of  titles  to  depend  on  the 
Terbal  accuracy  of  careless  scriveners."  But  it  has  been  held  in 
the  State  courts,  that  an  acknowledgment  by  a  married  woman,  on 
a  private  examination,  '^  that  she  signed,  sealed,  &;c.,  of  her  own 
free  will  and  accord,  and  without  any  force,  persuasion,  or  threats 
from  her  said  husband,  and  for  the  express  purpose  therein  stated," 
is  not  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  stati^te' 
which  require  an  acknowledgment  ^'  that  she  signed,  sealed,  and 
delivered  "  the  deed,  '^  as  her  voluntary  act  and  deed,  freely,  and 
without  any  fears,  threats,  or  compulsion  of  her  said  husband."' 
And  the  certificate  of  the  officer  to  the  facts  of  the  wife's  examina- 
tion and  acknowledgment,  is  essential  to  the  passing  of  the  title, 
and  can  not  be  dispensed  with  by  the  courts.^ 

28.  North  Carolina.  It  is  well  settled  in  North  Carolina  that 
the  deed  of  tkfeme  covert j  without  a  private  examination  according 
to  the  Act  of  1751,^  is  a  mere  nullity.  To  give  validity  to  her 
deed,  it  must  appear  that  a  private  e2;amination  was  had  pursuant 
to  the  Act.  If  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  merely  show  that  the 
deed  was  ^*  acknowledged  in  open  court  and  ordered  to  be  regis- 
tered," a  private  examination  will  not  be  presumed.^     So  it  must 

1  Clay'a  Dig.  153.  «  Ibid.  155,  {  27. 

*  Bojkin  V.  Rain.  28  Als.  332.  Where  a  bill  to  establish  a  lost  deed  alleges  that 
the  wife  of  the  yendor  had  released  her  dower  to  the  premises  in  question,  if  this 
ailegaUon  is  not  admitted,  no  decree  can  be  made  barring  dower  without  evidence 
of  a  sabstantial  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  force  at  the  time,  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  married  women  should  relinquish  their  dower  interests.  Owen 
V,  Paul,  16  Ala.  130. 

«  McBryde  v.  Wilkinson,  29  Ala.  662. 

^  The  Act  of  1751,  ch.  3,  declares,  *<  That  all  conrejances  in  writing,  and  sealed 
by  hasband  and  wife  for  any  lands,  and  by  them  personally  acknowledged  before 
the  chief  justice,  or  in  the  court  of  the  county  where  the  land  lieth,  the  wife  being 
first  privily  examined  before  the  chief  justice  or  some  member  of  the  county  court, 
appointed  by  said  court  for  that  purpose,  whether  she  doth  Yoluntarily  assent  there- 
to, and  registered  according  to  the  directions  of  the  laws  of  this  province,  shall  be 
as  Talid  in  law  to  convey  all  the  estate  and  title  which  such  wife  may  have,  or  shall 
have  in  any  lands,"  &c. 

•  Robinson  v.  Barfield,  2  Murph.  390;  Burgess  v.  Wilson,  2  Der.  L.  306;  Gil- 
christ o.  Buie,  1  Der.  k  B.  Eq.  346 ;  Jones  v.  Lewis,  8  Ired.  L.  70 ;  Lucas  v.  Cobb, 
1  Dev.  k  B.  Law,  228 ;  Skinner  v.  Fletcher,  1  Ired.  L.  313;  Etheridge  v.  Ashbee,  9 

VOL.   II.  22 
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appear  that  a  deed  from  husband  and  wife  was  acknowledged  bj 
the  husband  as  well  as  the  wife.^ 

29.  It  is  laid  down  in  several  of  the  adjudged  cases  that  a  con- 
veyance by  a  married  woman  must,  except  in  case  of  her  inability 
to  attend,  be  acknowledged  by  the  husband  and  wife  in  open  court; 
and  that  proof  by  witnesses  of  the  execution  is  insufficient.  It  has 
been  held,  also,  tha^  the  proper  mode  to  bar  the  wife  where  she  is 
able  to  attend,  is  for  the  husband  and  wife  to  acknowledge  the  deed 
personally  in  open  court,  and  then  for  one  of  the  court  to  take  the 
privy  examination  of  the  wife  ;  and  if  the  wife  can  not  attend,  that 
the  deed  should  be  first  proved  as  to  the  husband,  and  then  a  com- 
mission issued  to  two  or  more  commissioners  to  take  the  privy 
Examination  of  the  wife.'  In  Burgess  v.  Wilson,'  where  a  justice 
was  directed  to  take  the  private  examination  of  the  wife  before  the 
deed  was  proved  as  to  either  the  husband  or  the  wife,  who,  upon 
making  his  report,  proved  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  also  certified  as  to  her  private  examination,  it 
was  held  that  the  deed  was  inoperative  ;  and  this  ruling  was  affirmed 
in  Gilchrist  v.  Buie.^  Subsequently  it  was  decided,  that  in  taking 
the  probate  of  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  by  a  judge  out  of 
court,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  husband  should  personally  ac- 
knowledge before  the  judge  his  execution  of  the  deed.  It  is  suffi- 
cient, the  court  said,  if  the  execution  by  him  be  proved  by  witnesses. 
It  was  further  determined  not  to  be  necessary  for  the  certificate  of 
probate  to  set  forth  that  the  deed  was  proved  before  the  wife  was 
privily  examined,  the  whole  probate  appearing  to  have  been 
taken  at  the  same  time.^  In  the  more  recent  case  of  Pierce  9. 
Wanett,^  there  was  an  order  to  take  the  private  examination  of  a 

Ired.  L.  353 ;  Ives  v.  Sawyer,  3  and  4  Dev.  &  B.  51.  See  Green  v.  Branton,  1  DeT. 
Eq.  504.  Under  the  statute  of  1751,  a  commission  may  issue  where  the  wife  resides 
in  another  State.    Pierce  v.  Wanett,  10  Ired.  446. 

1  Whitehurst  1;.  Hunter,  2  Hay.  401. 

<  Burgess  v.  Wilson,  2  Dev.  L.  306 ;  Gilchrist  v,  Buie,  1  Dev.  k  B.  Eq.  346 ;  Jones 
V.  Lewis,  8  Ired.  L.  70. 

^  Burgess  v,  Wilson,  supra. 

*  Gilchrist  v.  Bale,  supra.    Approved  also  in  Pierce  v.  Wanett,  10  Ired.  446. 

^  Joyner  v,  Faulconer,  2  Ired.  Eq.  386.  In  this  case,  the  cases  of  Whitehurst  v. 
Hunter,  2  Hay.  401 ;  Fenner  v,  Jasper,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  34;  and  Sutton  v.  Sutton,  1 
De7.  &,  B.  582,  were  cited  and  approved ;  and  the  case  of  BurgesB  v,  Wilson,  2  Der. 
306,  was  commented  on  and  explained. 

*  Pierce  v,  Wanett,  6  Jones,  L.  162.  See,  upon  the  same  point  a  case  between 
the  same  parties  reported  in  10  Ired.  L.  446. 
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feme  covert^  the  probate  of  the  deed  as  to  the  husband  by  a  sub- 
scribiDg  witness,  and  a  commission  and  its  return,  certifying  that 
the  commissioners  had  taken  the  privy  examination,  and  that  the 
wife  had  declared  that  the  deed  was  executed  of  her  own  free  wiH 
and  consent,  and  without  any  compulsion  on  the  part  of  her  hus- 
band ;  there  was  also  an  order  of  registration,  everything  appearing 
to  have  been  done  on  the  first  day  of  a  court.  It  was  held  that  it 
would  be  taken  that  proof  of  the  deed  as  to  the  husband  occurred 
before  the  order  and  commission  for  examining  the  wife,  especially 
as  the  commission  recited  that  the  deed  had  been  proved,  and  that 
the  probate  and  privy  examination  were  sufiicient.^ 

80.  A  certificate  of  probate  on  the  deed  of  A.,  a  married  woman, 
set  forth  that  the  deed  ''  was  exhibited  in  open  court,  and  the 
execution  thereof  by  "  (the  husband)  "  was  proved  by"  (B.,  a  sub- 
scribing witness,)  "  and  acknowledged  by  "  (A.,)  '*  when,  on  motion 
in  open  court,"  (C.,)  *•  one  of  the  presiding  justices  was  appoint- 
ed to  take  the  private  examination  of"  (A.,)  ^'as  to  her  consent 
in  signing  the  deed,  who  reported  that  she  acknowledged  to 
have  signed  it  of  her  own  free  will  and  accord,  without  any  com- 
pulsion from  her  said  husband.  Ordered  to  be  recorded."  It  was 
held  that  the  probate  was  sufficient  to  make  the  deed  valid  against 
the  wife.* 

31.  A  copy  of  the  probate  of  a  deed  by  the  subscribing  witness ; 
also  of  the  order  made  by  a  county  court  to  appoint  commissioners 
to  take  the  private  examination  of  a  feme  covert  was  indorsed  on 
the  deed  itself,  together  with  the  report  of  the  commissioners  duly 
registered,  though  no  other  commission  had  issued  to  them.  It  was 
held  that  this  was  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  Act  of  Assem- 
bly, and  that  the  deed  was  duly  authenticated.^ 

32.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  certificate  of  the  private  examination  of 
a  married  woman  state,  that  upon  such  examination  she  voluntarily 
executed  the  deed  without  saying  that  '^  she  doth  now  voluntarily 
assent  thereto."^    But  if,  upon  the  privy  examination,  the  wife 

1  The  court  cite  and  approTe  Jojner  v.  Faulconer,  2  Ired.  Eq.  386 ;  and  disUn- 
gaish  the  case  from  Burgess  v.  Wilson/ 2  Dey.  306. 

*  Beckwith  v.  Lamb,  13  Ired.  400 ;  Joyner  v.  Faulconer,  2  Ired.  Eq.  392,  and 
Etheridge  v.  Ferebee,  9  Ired.  312,  cited  and  approved.  Etheridge  v.  Ashbee,  9  Ired. 
353,  cited  and  commented  on. 

*  Hathaway  v.  Davenport,  2  Jones,  L.  152. 

^  Etheridge  v.  Ferebee,  9  Ired.  312.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  acknowledg- 
ment, or  private  examination  of.the  wife  be  first  recoinded;    Ibid; 
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Btate  that  she  was  willing  to  convey  when  she  executed  the  deed, 
but  that  she  had  changed  her  mind,  and  was  then  unwilling,  the 
assent  of  the  wife  can  not  be  certified.^ 

88.  Where  a  deed  was  acknowledged  by  husband  and  wife,  and 
two  justices  of  the  peace  thereupon  took  the  private  examination  of 
the  wife,  and  reported  the  result  to  the  court,  and  the  court  acted 
upon  the  report,  it  was  held  that  the  inference  was  irresistible  that 
the  two  justices  were  members  of  the  court,  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, though  no  special  order  of  appointment  appeared.' 

84.  A  deed  made  by  husband  and  wife,  to  one  who  dies  pre- 
viously to  the  probate  and  privy  examination  of  the  wife,  is  good 
from  the  time  of  its  execution  and  delivery  to  the  bargainee,  pro- 
vided that,  after  his  death,  it  is  duly  acknowledged^  and  the  privy 
examination  of  the  wife  taken,  and  the  deed  registered.^ 

85.  Where  a  certificate  on  the  back  of  a  deed  by  husband  and 
wife,  for  the  wife's  land,  purported  to  be  of  an  acknowledgment  in 
the  county  court,  and  an  examination  of  the  wife  before  some  mem- 
ber of  the  court,  but  was  subscribed  with  the  name  of  a  judge  of 
the  superior  court,  it  was  held  inefiectual  to  bind  the  wife.^ 

86.  A  deed  of  husband  and  wife,  dated  March  1,  1834,  was 
offered  in  evidence.  To  prove  the  due  execution  of  the  deed  by 
the  wife,  a  commission  issued  by  the  court  to  two  justices  of  the 
peace  to  take  her  private  examination,  dated  February  17,  1834, 
reciting  that  the  deed  had  been  theretofore  executed  by  the  husband 
and  wife,  together  with  the  return  of  the  justices  indorsed  on  the 
deed  of  March  1,  1834,  was  offered  in  evidence.  It  was  held,  that 
the  deed  of  March  1,  1884,  was  not  the  deed  intended  to  be  sub- 
mitted  to  the  commissioners,  and  that  their  certificate  indorsed  on 
that  deed,  was  made  without  authority,  and  therefore  void,  and 
consequently  that  the  deed  did  not  pass  the  title  of  the  wife.^ 

87.  If  a  commission  issue  to  take  the  private  examination  of  the 
wife,  it  must  appear,  either  in  the  order  for  the  commission,  or  in 
the  commission  itself,  that  she  was  an  inhabitant  of  another  county, 
or  so  aged  or  infirm  as  to  be  unable  to  travel  to  court.*  The  recital 
in  the  commission,  '^  that  it  ha^  been  represented  to  our  said  court 


1  Etberidge  v.  Ferebee,  9  Ired.  312.  <  Ibid. 

s  Hall  V.  Chang,  2  Jones,  L.  440.  *  Barbee  v.  Tajlor,  6  Jones,  L.  40. 

s  Rich  V.  Beediog,  2  Iredell,  240. 

•  Fennep  v.  Jasper,  I  Der.  &  B.  Law,  34  j  Barfield  v.  Combs,  4  Dey.  L.  514. 
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that  M.  W.  (the/em«  eavert)  is  indisposed,  so  that  she  can  not  travel 
to  our  said  court,"  is  as  effectual  as  if  the  same  recital  had  been 
made  in  the  order  of  the  court  directing  the  commission  to  issue.^ 
And  the  irords  ^^  indisposed,  so  that  she  can  not  travel,"  taken  in 
reference  to  the  subject  matter,  must  be  understood  to  mean, 
**  unable  to  travel  from  sickness."'  A  private  examination  taken 
by  one  commissioner  onlj,  is  insufficient'  And  it  seems  that  it 
must  appear  that  the  commission  and  the  certificate  of  the  commis- 
sioners were  returned  to  the  court,  approved,  and  ordered  to  be 
registered  in  order  to  render  the  deed  valid  against  the  wife.^ 

38.  In  Lucas  v.  Gobb,^  it  was  held  that  a  certificate  of  commis- 
sioners appointed  in,  another  State,  to  take  the  private  examination 
of  a  married  woman  touching  the  free  and  voluntary  execution  of 
her  deed,  which  states  merely  that  ^'  she  acknowledged  the  same  to 
be  her  act  and  deed  in  due  form,"^  is  not  a  compliance  with  the 
Act  of  1810,^  which  requires  a  certificate  of  her  acknowledgment 
that  she  executed  the  deed  freely  and  ^^  doth  voluntarily  assent 
thereto."  The  court  thus  noticed  the  objections  to  the  certificate : 
^'  The  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  by  the  feme  covert  before  the 
commissioners,  does  not  find  and  disclose  the  very  essential  and 
important  fact  that  she  executed  the  deed  freely,  and  voluntarily 
assented  thereto.  The  Act  of  1810,  expressly  requires  that  the 
judge,  or  commission  in  another  State  or  Territory,  shall  privately 
examine  the  feme  covert  ^  whether  she  doth  voluntarily  assent  there- 
to, and  an  attestation  of  such  acknowledgment  shall  be  indorsed 
on,  or  affixed  to,  such  deed  or  commission,  by  the  judge  or  com- 
missioners.' " 

89.  Where  the  commissioners  certify  that  they  took  ^'  the  private 
examination"  of  the  wife,  and  that  she  acknowledged  that  ^^  she 
executed  the  deed  without  any  compulsion  from  her  husband  or  any 
other  person,"  this  is  sufficient,  without  saying  that  she  was  exam- 

1  SkiDDer  v.  Fletcher,  1  Ired.  L.  313.       *  Ibid. 

*  Barfield  v.  Combs,  4  Dev.  L.  514.         *  Fenner  v,  Jasper,  1  Dev.  &  B.  Law,  34. 
>  Lucas  v.  Cobb,  1  Dey.  &  Bat.  L.  228. 

*  "  State  of  Virginia,  Brunswick  connty,  to  wit :  Parsaant  to  the  foregoing^  com- 
mission to  us  directed,  we  did  this  day  examine  Rebecca  Lewis,  priyilj  and  apart 
from  her  husband,  touching  her  acknowledgment  of  the  indenture  mentioned  in  the 
foregoing  commission,  and  hereto  annexed,  and  the  said  Rebecca  acknowledged  the 
same  to  be  her  act  and  deed  in  due  form.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this 
the  28th  day  of  May,  1822." 

f  Rer.  ch.  791. 
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ined  "privily  and  apart  from  her  husband."  The  phrases,  "privy 
examination/'  "private  examination/'  and  "examination  separate 
and  apart  from  her  husband,"  are  indifferently  used  in  the  Acts  of 
Assembly.^  But  where  a  deed  from  husband  and  wife  had  on  it 
only  the  following  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  as 
to  its  execution,  to  wit :  "  The  private  examination  of  H.  J.,  wife 
of  J.  C.  J.,  taken  by  Charles  A.  Hill,  a  member  of  this  court, 
which  being  satisfactory,  is  ordered  to  be  recorded,"  and  signed, 
"  C.  A.  Hill,  J.  P. ;"  and  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  by 
the  subscribing  witness,  together  with  an  order  of  registration,  it 
was  held,  that  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  lands  did  not  pass.' 
"  There  was  no  acknowledgment,"  said  the  judge  who  announced 
the  decision,  "  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  in  court,  either  by  her 
or  her  husband.  Nor  indeed,  so  far  as  the  certificates  or  the  con- 
veyance show,  does  it  appear  that  she  ever  has  legally  acknowl- 
edged the  execution  of  the  deed,  or  been  privily  examined,  as 
required."  So  the  entries  shown  in  the  note,' indorsed  on  the  deed 
of  a  married  woman,  were  held  to  afford  no  evidence  that  she  had 
been  privily  examined  as  required  by  law.* 

40.  South  Carolina.  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Spann,^ 
that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1795,  prescribing  the  mode  by 
which  the  interest  of  a  married  woman  in  real  estate  may  be  con- 
veyed, must  be  strictly  followed,  or  she  will  not  be  barred. 

^  Skinner  v.  Fletcher,  1  Ired.  L.  313.  *  Jones  v,  Le?ri8,  8  Ired.  L.  70. 

'  <^  State  of  North  Carolina,  Gurritack  countj,  February  Term,  1832.  Peraonallj 
appeared  Ljdia  Cook,  wife  of  John  Cook,  and  in  open  court  acknowledged  that  she 
assigned  the  within  deed  of  her  own  free  will  without  anj  constraint  whatever. 

"W.  D  Barnard. 

"State  of  North  Carolina,  Currituck  Sessions,  February  Term,  1832.  This  deed 
f^om  John  Cook  and  Lydia  to  Samuel  Ferebee,  was  exhibited  and  proved  in  open 
court,  bj  John  L.  Scurr,  subscribing  witness.  At  the  same  time,  Lydia  Cook,  the 
feiM  covert^  personally  appeared  in  open  court,  and  being  privately  examined  by  W. 
D.  Barnard,  one  of  the  court  appointed  for  that  purpose,  who  reported  that  the  said 
Lydia  Cook  acknowledged  the  execution  of  said  deed  of  her  own  accord,  and  with- 
out any  constraint  whatever,  &c.    On  motion  ordered  to  be  registered. 

"  S.  Hall,  0.  C.  0." 

There  was  also  the  following  entry  on  the  minute  docket  of  the  same  term :  "  A 
deed  from  John  D.  Cook  and  wife  Lydia  to  Wm.  E.  Ethrtdge,  was  proven  as  to  John 
Cook  and  wife,  by  the  oath  of  John  Scurr,  a  witness  thereto,  and  her  private  exami- 
nation taken  in  open  court.    Ordered  registered." 

^  Etheridge  v.  Ashbee,  9  Ired.  Law,  353. 

B  Brown  v.  Spann,  Mills,  Con.  Court,  240.  See  Gongh  e.  Walker,  1  N.  &  M.  469 ; 
HiUegas  v,  HarUey,  1  Hill,  106 ;  Harrel  v.  EUiott,  Taylor,  139. 
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41.  Mississippi,^  In  Mississippi,  as  in  most  of  the  States,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  should  be  in 
the  precise  words  of  the  statute.  If  it  be  in  effect  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed, it  will  be  sufficient.' 

42.  In  Warren  v.  Brown,'  it  was  held,  that  the.  acknowledgment 
of  the  deed  of  a  married  woman,  must  be  taken  and  certified  to 
have  been  taken,  not  only  ^^  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband," 
but  on  "a  private  examination.''  In  Love  v,  Taylor,*  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  to  a  deed  relin- 
quishing her  dower  in  land,  which  stated  that  the  ^'said  E.,  being 
examined  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  acknowledged  that 
she  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  same  voluntarily,  without  any 
threats,  fear,  or  compulsion  of  her  said  husband,"  was  held  to  be 
a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute.  And  the  court  declared, 
that  it  was  not  absolutely  necessary  to  a  valid  relinquishment  of 
dower,  that  the  words  on  ^'  private  examination,"  should  be  inserted 
in  the  certificate,  but  only  that  it  should  appear  that  the  acknowl- 
edgment was  made  out  of  the  presence  of  the  husband.  It  is  essen- 
tial, however,  that  the  certificate  show,  not  only  that  the  wife 
sifffiedj  but  that  she  sealed  and  delivered  the  deed  without  fear, 
threat,  or  compulsion  of  her  husband.' 

48.  Arkansas,  In  this  State,  it  is  necessary  that  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requisites  of  the  statute  appear  affirmatively 
in  the  certificate.  Words  of  equivalent  import  may  be  used  ;  as 
where,  instead  of  certifying  that  the  party  had  executed  the  deed, 
the  terms  "signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  same,"  are  employed. 
But  important  words  not  contained  in  the  certificate,  can  not  be 
supplied  by  intendment;  as  where  the  words  "for  the  consideration 
and  purposes  therein  set  forth,"  prescribed  by  the  statute,  are 
omitted.* 

44.  Oregon,  The  statute  of  Oregon  provides,  that  the  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  shall  set  forth  the  matters  required  to  be  done, 
known,  or  proved.' 

1  A  clerk  of  the  probate  court  is  anthorised  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  mar- 
ried women.  James  v.  Fisk,  9  S.  &  H.  144  ;  Rayen  v.  McGaire,  Ibid.  34.  The  same 
power  is  conferred  npon  a  depaty  clerk  of  the  probate  coart,  acting  under  the  seal 
of  the  coart    Baven  v.  HcGuire,  9  S.  &  H.  34,  Sharkey,  Gh.  J.,  dissenting. 

s  Halls  V,  Thompson,  1  S.  &  M.  443  ;  Pickett  v.  Doe,  5  S.  &  M.  470 ;  Morse  v, 
Clayton  ,  13  8.  &  M.  373;  Love  v.  Taylor,  26  Missis.  567. 

*  Warren  v.  Brown,  25  Missis.  66.  ^  Love  v,  Taylor,  26  Missis.  567. 

•  Tonlmin  v.  Heidelberg,  32  Missis.  268.         *  Jacoway  v,  Gaalt,  20  Ark.  190. 
1  SUt.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  521,  {  21. 
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Parol  emdence  inadmisaible  to  show  a  proper  CLcJcnowledgment. 

45.  It  is  settled  by  numerous  authorities,  that  where  the  certifi- 
cate of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  is  defective,  it  can  not  be  shown 
by  evidence  aliunde^  that  everything  required  by  statute  was  done 
in  fact,  and  that  the  officer  through  mistake,  omitted  to  certify  a 
part.  The  sufficiency  of  the  acknowledgment  is  to  be  determined 
solely  by  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  certificate.*  Nor  are 
parol  declarations  of  the  wife  that  she  executed  the  deed  volun- 
tarily, and  if  it  was  not  sufficient,  would  execute  and  acknowledge 
it  again,  or  do  any  other  act  to  make  it  good,  admissible.'  In  an 
early  case  in  Alabama,  it  was  held,  that  the  body  of  a  deed  might 
be  referred  to  to  support  a  defective  certificate  of  acknowledgment.' 
But  more  recently,  the  court  was  in  doubt  whether  parol  evidence 
could  be  admitted  to  apply  and  identify  the  reference  of  the  words 
*'  foregoing  instrument,"  as  used  in  a  certificate  of  the  wife's  exami- 
nation and  acknowledgment,  written  on  a  sheet  of  paper  containing 
both  a  relinquishment  of  dower  by  the  wife  and  a  deed  signed  by 
husband  and  wife.^    In  Maine,  where  no  separate  examination  or 


^  Watson  v.  Bailey,  1  Binn.  470  ;  JamiBon  v.  Jamison,  3  Whart.  457  ;  Jourdan  v, 
Jourdan,  9  S.  4^  R.  268 ;  Barnet  v.  Barnet,  15  S.  4^  R.  72 ;  Ridgelj  v.  Howard,  3  Har. 
k  McH.  321;  Elwood  v,  Klock,  13  Barb.  50;  Pendleton  o.  Button,  3  Conn.  406; 
Hajden  v.  Wescott,  11  Conn.  129;  Barrel  v.  Elliott,  Taylor,  (S.  G.)  139  ;  Scanlan  v. 
Turner,  1  Bailejr,  (S.  G.)  Law,  421 ;  Ghauyin  v.  Wagner,  18  Misso.  531 ;  Elliott  v. 
Peirsol,  1  McLean,  11 ;  a.  o.,  1  Peters,  17.  S.  328  ;  Tomlin  v.  McGhord,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
135 ;  Barnett  v,  Shackleford,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  532  ;  Blackburn  v.  Pennington,  8  B.  Mon. 
217  ;  Sillimanv.  Gummins,  13  Ohio,  116;  Smith  o.  Hunt,  Ibid.  260,  268  ;  OTerrall «. 
Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381;  s.  o.,  4  Q.  Greene,  162;  Wilkinson  v.  Oetty,  13  Iowa,  157. 
Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  ft 
sheriff  had  been  fraudulently  altered  by  the  prothonotar/s  clerk.  Hoffman  v.  Goster, 
2  Whart.  453.  And  it  is  said  in  an  Ohio  case,  that  if  the  officer  give  himself  no  official 
character  in  his  certificate,  it  is  doubtful  whether  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
supply  the  defect.  Johnston  v.  Haines,  2  Ohio,  55.  But  in  Pennsylvania  it  has  been 
decided,  that  an  omission  of  this  kind  may  be  supplied  by  parol  proof  that  the  per- 
son before  whom  the  acknowledgment  was  taken,  was  an  acting  justice  of  the  peace 
at  the  time.  Scott  v.  Gallagher,  11  S.  4^  R.  347;  Bennet  v,  Paine,  7  WatU,  334. 
The  same  ruling  has  been  made  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  Van  Ness  o. 
Bank  U.  S.,  13  Peters,  17,  21 ;  Shulu  v.  Moore,  1  McLean,  520 ;  Rhoades  v.  Selin, 
4  Wash.  G.  G.  R.  716. 

*  Watson  V.  Bailey,  1  Binn.  470 ;  Adams  v.  Buford,  6  Dana,  406. 

*  Bradford  v.  Dawson,  3  Ala.  203. 

«  McBryde  v,  Wilkinson,  29  Ala.  662  ;  21  Ala.  296.    If  admissible,  the  evidence 
may  be  received  at  law.    Ibid. 
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acknowledgment  of  the  wife  is  required,^  admissions  made  daring 
widowhood,  are  competent  secondary  evidence  to  prove  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  by  the  wife.' 


Defective  aeknotpledgment  not  aided  in  equity. 

46.  As  it  is  not  competent  to  show  by  parol  that  all  the  requi- 
sites of  the  law  were  complied  with  by  the  ofScer  taking  the  acknowl- 
edgment, it  follows  that  a  court  of  equity  possesses  no  power  to 
act  upon  such  evidence,  or  to  correct  or  amend  a  defective  certifi- 
cate.' *'  If  parol  evidence  should  be  admitted  to  establish  it,"  say 
the  Kentucky  court,  "  then  an  acknowledgment  by  a  feme  covert 
before  witnesses  in  pais,  when  aided  by  the  chancellor,  would  be 
as  good  as  an  acknowledgment  before  the  officer  designated  by  law, 
and  making  up  a  record  thereof  in  the  manner^ prescribed;  and 
thus  the  guarded  provisions  of  our  statutes  might  be  substituted  by 
a  new  branch  of  equity  jurisdiction."* 

47.  In  Alabama,  it  is  held,  that  under  the  Act  of  1808,'  the 
certificate  of  the  officer  to  the  facts  of  the  wife*s  examination  and 
acknowledgment,  being  intended  to  afford  additional  protection  to 
her  rights,  by  guarding  against  the  uncertain  recollection  of  wit- 
nesses, is  essential  to  the  passing  of  the  title,  and  can  not  be  dis- 
pensed with  by  the  courts.'  Where  a  deed  of  husband  and  wife, 
and  a  relinquishment  of  dower  by  the  wife,  are  written  on  the  same 
sheet  of  paper ;  and  the  officer's  certificate  of  the  wife's  examina- 
tion and  acknowledgment  is  written  under  the  relinquishment,  and 
thereby  made  to  apply  to  it,  a  court  of  equity  can  not,  on  the  ground 
of  mistake,  apply  the  certificate  to  the  deed ;  such  a  bill  is,  in  sub- 

^  Ante,  2  2.  >  Frost  v.  Deering,  21  Maine,  156. 

*  Elliott «.  Peinol,  1  Peters,  U.  S.  328;  8.  o.  1  McLean,  11;  GhanTin  v.  Wagner, 
18  Misso.  631 ;  Campbell  v,  Taul,  3  Yerger,  648 ;  Barnett  v.  Shackleford,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  632 ;  Blackbara  v.  Pennington,  8  B.  Mon.  217 ;  Silliman  v.  Cummins,  13 
Ohio,  116 ;  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381.  Nor  does  it  make  anj  difference  tliat 
the  husband  and  wife  received  the  consideration.  Barrett  v.  Tewksbnrg,  9  Cal.  13. 
Bat  it  is  held  in  Indiana,  that  a  certificate  maj  be  amended  by  the  officer  bj  whom 
it  was  made.  Jordan  v.  Corej,  2  Ind.  386.  See,  however,  Elliott  v,  Peirsol,  1 
Peters,  U.  S.  328.  Upon  the  subject  of  the  legislative  power  to  pass  healing  stat- 
utes curing  defective  acknowledgments,  see  the  next  chapter. 

^  Barnett  v,  Shackleford,  S  J.  J.  Marsh.  632,  634.  See  Applegate  «.  Gracj^  9  Dana, 
216. 

•  Clay's  Dig.  166,  {  27.  •  McBrjde  «.  Wilkinson,  29  Ala.  663. 
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Stance  and  effect,  a  bill  for  aiding  or  supplying  the  defective  exe- 
cution of  a  statutory  power.^ 

Me'Oeknowhdffment  of  deed  defectively  certified. 

48.  If  husband  and  wife  jointly  execute  a  deed,  and  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment  is  defective  as  to  the 
wife,  she  may  during  the  coverture  go  before  the  same  or  a  different 
officer,  and  upon  proper  examination  again  acknowledge  the  deed ; 
and  if  the  acknowledgment  thus  taken  is  properly  certified,  the 
conveyance  will  thereby  be  perfected.*  So  if  there  be  no  acknowl- 
edgment by  the  wife  during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  an  acknowl- 
edgment by  her  after  his  death  will  give  effect  to  the  deed  as  an 
original  conveyance  from  that  time.'  But  an  acknowledgment  so 
made  will  not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  original  execution  of 
the  deed  and  digest  the  estate  of  the  wife  as  of  that  date  ;^  and  if, 
between  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  of  the  wife's 
land  and  the  acknowledgment  by  her,  a  second  deed  be  properly 
executed  and  acknowledged,  the  second  grantee  will  take  the 
estate.' 

Re-delivery  after  the  husband^  e  deaths  of  deed  defectively  acknowl' 

edged, 

m 

49.  If  a  deed  be  invalid  as  to  the  wife,  merely  because  the  officer 
has  failed  to  observe  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  relating  to  the 
separate  examination  and  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by  married 
women,  it  may  be  made  effectual  by  a  ratification  and  re-delivery 
by  her  after  her  husband's  death.  For  if  the  form  of  the  acknowl- 
edgment be  such  as  will  bind  a  feme  eole^  it  is  only  necessary  that 
she  should  re-deliver  it  after  she  has  become  discovert  to  make  it 
the  deed  of  dkfeme  sole.  And  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
such  re-delivery.  So  circumstances  may  be  proved  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred.'    But  nothing  that  would  not  constitute  a  valid 

1  McBryde  «.  Wilkinson,  29  Ala.  662. 

'  Newell  V.  Anderson,  7  Ohio  St.  12.    See  Applegate  v,  Gracj,  9  Dana,  215. 

*  Jackson  «.  Sierens,  16  John.  110;  Doe  v,  Howland,  S  Cow.  277.    See  Price  r. 
Hart,  29  Misso.  171. 

^  Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  John.  110 ;  Doe  «.  Howland,  S  Cow.  277. 

*  Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  John.  110. 

*  Jourdaa  v.  Joordan,  9  S.  &  R.  26S ;  MUler  «.  Shackleford,  3  Dana,  289  ;  Smith 
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delivery  in  the  first  instance,  or  amount  to  a  new  grant  would  be 
equivalent  to  a  second  delivery.  Mere  acquiescence  on  the  part 
of  the  wife  would  not  have  that  effect.^  Nor  would  a  mere  parol 
adoption  be  sufficient.' 

Certificate  of  the  officer  not  conclusive  upon  the  wife. 

50.  It  seems  clear  that  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  does  not 
conclude  the  party  to  be  affected  by  the  deed,  but  that  he  may 
contest  its  validity  and  the  forc«  and  effect  of  the  formal  proof.^ 
The  propriety  of  extending  the  benefit  of  this  rule  to  married  women 
is  obvious ;  and  it  is  accordingly  well  settled,  that  as  against  volun- 
teers and  purchasers  with  notice,  the  wife  may  avoid  her  deed  by 
showing  that  the  certificate  is  false  in  fact,  and  that  her  acknowl- 
edgment was  obtained  by  fraud  or  duress.^ 

51.  In  the  case  of  Schrader  v.  Decker,*  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  deed  was  executed  are  thus  stated  by  the  court :  ^^  It 
was  given  to  a  tavern-keeper,  partly  in  payment  of  a  profligate  hus- 
band's debt,  contracted  in  a  course  of  drunkenness  and  debauchery; 
and  it  was  thus  procured  :  Means,  the  grantee,  attended  by  his  wife, 
a  man  called  Dinninger,  who  had  no  proper  concern  with  the  busi- 
ness, and  an  inexperienced  justice  picked  up  by  the  way,  repaired 
to  the  house  of  the  husband,  while  the  wife  was  in  the  throes  of 
child-birth.  Means,  his  wife,  and  Dinninger,  entered  the  sick 
woman's  chamber,  and  met,  in  the  first  instance,  the  repulse  they 


V.  Shackleford,  9  Dana,  452 ;  Price  v.  Hart,  29  Misso.  171 ;  Carter  v.  Straphan,  Cowp. 
201.     See  Evans  v.  Eyans,  3  Teates,  507 ;  Share  v.  Anderson,  7  S.  &  R.  43. 
1  MUIer  V.  Shackleford,  3  Dana,  289.  >  Price  v.  Hart,  29  Misso.  171. 

*  Jackson  v,  Schoonmaker,  4  John.  161 ;  Jackson  v.  Hayner,  12  John.  469,  472  ; 
Pri€St  p,  Gammings,  16  Wend.  617,  631. 

^  Jamison  v.  Jamison,  3  Whart.  457  ;  Bamet  v,  Barnet,  15  S.  &  R.  72  ;  Schrader 
V.  Decker,  9  Barr,  14 ;  Londen  «.  Biythe,  4  Harris,  532  ;  Londen  v.  BIjthe,  3  Casej, 
22  ]  Micfaener  v.  Gavender,  2  Wright,  334 ;  Gentral  Bk.  v,  Gopeland,  18  Md.  305 ; 
Harkins  v.  Forsjthe,  11  Leigh,  294;  Hartlej  v.  Frosh,  6  Texas,  208 ;  Hajs  v.  Hays, 
5  Rich.  31 ;  Stone  v.  Montgomery,  35  Missis.  83  ;  Lncas  v.  Gobb,  1  Dev.  k  B.  Law, 
228  ,'  Montgomery  v.  Hobson,  Meigs,  437;  WiUiams  v.  Robson,  6  Ohio  St.  510,  515; 
CoDOYerv.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St.  450;  Baldwin  v.  Snowden,  11  Ohio  St.  203;  Pam- 
pbrey  v.  Pomphrey,  4  West  Law  Month.  40 ;  OTerrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381 ; 
Dodge  V.  HolUnshead,  6  Minn.  25 ;  Annan  v.  Folsom,  Ibid.  500.  Contra^  McNeely  v. 
Rocker,  6  Blackf.  391.  Bat  now  by  statute  the  same  rule  is  adopted  in  Indiana.  1 
Ind.  Rer.  Stat  1852,  p.  237,  2  32.  See  Bissett  v.  Bissett,  1  Har.  k  McH.  211; 
Ridgely  y.  Howard,  3  Har.  &  McH.  321. 

*  Schrader  v.  Decker,  9  Barr,  14. 
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had  reason  to  expect.  It  was  not  until  she  had  been  badgered 
during  two  hours,  and  worn  out  bj  the  importunity  of  her  husband, 
as  well  as  deceived  with  false  assurances  by  the  rest  of  the  party, 
of  her  husband's  right  and  ability  to  redeem  the  land,  that  they 
worked  her  to  their  will.  The  justice  was  then  called  in ;  and 
having  barely  asked  her  in  the  presence  of  her  husband,  whether 
the  instrument  she  had  executed  was  her  deed,  signed  the  certificate 
which  had  been  brought  along  for  the  occasion."  For  excluding  evi- 
dence of  these  facts,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  reversed. 
^'  There  was  not  even  a  plausible  objection  to  the  evidence  pro- 
posed," the  chief  justice  proceeded,  ^^  except  the  supposed  impolicy 
of  allowing  the  certificate  of  a  wife's  separate  examination  to  be  falsi- 
fied by  parol  evidence.  Such  evidence  is  undoubtedly  attended  with 
a  greater  or  less  degree  of  risk  in  every  case ;  but  it  is  indispensa- 
ble to  the  detection  of  fraud,  even  in  a  record  against  which  the 
law  allows  of  no  direct  averment.  Our  statutory  provision  for  the 
wife's  conveyance  by  joinder  with  her  husband,  and  acknowledg- 
ment on  separate  examination,  is  a  substitute  for  a  fine,  by  which 
alone  the  common  law  allowed  her  to  part  with  her  land ;  and  it  is 
true,  as  we  read  it  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  p.  9,  that,  *  if  there 
be  any  woman  that  hath  a  husband  (and)  that  doth  join  with  her 
husband  in  the  conveyance,  the  judges  or  commissioners  must  take 
care  that  they  do  examine  her  whether  she  be  willing,  and  do  part 
with  her  right  willingly,  or  by  compulsion  of  her  husband ;  for 
albeit  she  may  be  made  to  do  it  by  compulsion  of  her  hnsband,  yet 
hath  she  no  way  to  relieve  herself  from  it  when  it  is  done.'  •  Bu£ 
it  is  said  in  1  Madd.  Ch.  266,  that  if  fraud  were  practiced,  equity 
would  relieve  against  it ;  which  is  certainly  true,  for  no  separate 
examination  can  guard  against  that.  The  principle  is  no  more  than 
the  rudimental  one,  that  fraud  vitiates  every  assurance,  whether 
by  matter  of  record,  or  in  pais  ;  and  even  had  the  conveyance  in 
this  instance  been  by  fine,  it  would  have  been  open  to  impeachment 
on  that  ground.  But  as  the  equity  side  of  our  courts  of  law  is  not 
broad  enough  to  admit  of  relief  by  bill,  we  are  compelled  to  give 
effect  to  the  principle  by  pleading  or  evidence,  as  the  court  below 
onght  to  have  done.  But  we  would  deprive  married  women  of  all 
substantial  protection  did  we  give  to  the  separate  examination  of  a 
judge,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  conclusive  effect  of  an  exami- 
nation by  commissioners  to  levy  a  fine,  which  is  much  more  careful, 
private,  and  searching.    Every  one  conversant  with  the  subject, 
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knows  the  inutilitj  of  a  separate  examination  nnder  our  statnt^^ 
even  bj  the  most  careful,  and  how  often  the  form  of  it  is  hurried 
over  almost  in  the  presence  of  the  husband,  or,  as  in  the  case  before 
us,  dispensed  with  altogether.  Eren  where  the  magistrate  is  too 
conscientious  to  be  satisfied  with  less  than  full  and  unreluctant 
acquiescence,  the  husband  may  take  her  to  a  less  scrupulous  one. 
The  necessities  of  justice,  therefore,  demand  that  the  transaction 
be  open  to  objection,  not  only  for  fraud,  but  concealed  duress  ;  and 
the  ease  presented  is  a  rank  compound  of  both." 

52.  The  same  doctrine  was  applied  to  the  case  of  Louden  t;. 
Blythe  ;^  and  it  was  further  held,  that  if  the  grantee  have  knowledge 
of  facts  calculated  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  acknowledgment  was  obtained,  he  must  abide  the  consequences. 
The  court  said :  ^^  The  justice  who  takes  and  certifies  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  wife  to  a  deed,  is  acting  judicially.     He  is  the 
commissioner  and  organ  of  the  law,  intrusted  with  the  duty  of 
seeing  that  it  is  her  act  and  deed,  and  that  she  did  voluntarily  and 
of  her  own  free  will  and  accord,  without  any  coercion  or  compulsion 
of  her  husband,  sign,  &c.  His  duty  is  an  important  one  to  the  wife 
and  her  representatives ;  and  it  is  a  responsible  one  to  the  public 
who  are  interested  that  the  law  be  faithfully  administered.  We  can 
not  cast  into  oblivion  our  knowledge  that  this  duty  is  often,  by 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  sometimes  by  other  judicial  officers,  as 
has  been  said,  *  hurried  over  almost  in  the  presence  of  the  husband.' 
And  when  the  examination  is  out  of  the  presence  of  the  husband, 
the  justice  seems  to  think  he  has  only  to  read  over,  in  a  hurried 
manner,  the  prepared  form  of  acknowledgment  which  he  has  in  his 
hand,  and  if  open  resistance  is  not  made  by  the  dependent  wife,  the 
acknowledgment  is  certified  in  due  form,  with  all  its  particulars. 
There  is  no  free  and  searching  inquiry  by  the  magistrate  as  to  the 
free  will  and  consent  with  which  she  is  parting  with  her  estate  to 
satisfy  the  demands  of  an  improvident  and  importunate  husband. 
The  law  intends  that  he  should  do  what  is  enjoined,  and  he  certifies 
under  his  hand  and  seal  as  a  judicial  officer,  that  all  was  done  in 
conformity  to  law.  ...  A  regard  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  the 
security  of  titles,  and  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  property  which 
are  passed  by  conveyances  and  assurances  of  which  these  acknowl- 
edgments and  certificates  are  a  common  part,  will  restrain  this 

1  Loaden  v,  BIjtbe,  4  HarriSi  532. 
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court  from  allowing  such  acknowledgments  to  be  impeached  by 
parol  evidence,  contradicting  the  facts  certified,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  and  imposition ;  and  where  there  are  fraud  and  impo&ition 
alleged,  the  knowledge  of  it  ought  to  be  brought  home  to  the  gran* 
tee,  or  of  such  circumstances  within  his  knowledge  of  the  want  of 
free  will  and  consent  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  as  should  lead  him  to 
inform  himself  of  the  reality  of  a  free  execution  and  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  wife  whose  property  was  to  be  divested.  Where  the 
grantee  has  knowledge  of  facts  to  put  him  on  that  inquiry,  if  silent 
and  inactive  on  the  subject,  it  is  at  his  peril." 

58.  The  case  was  brought  a  second  time  before  the  court,  with 
the  same  result.^  '^  A  married  woman  may  convey  or  mortgage 
her  land,''  said  Black,  J.,  '^ by  joining  with  her  husband  in  a  deed 
for  that  purpose.  But  to  make  such  a  deed  valid,  it  is  necessary 
to  show  by  legal  evidence  that  no  fraud  was  practiced  upon  her, 
but  that  she  executed  it  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its  meaning,  pur- 
pose, and  intent.  It  must  also  be  shown  that  her  will  was  perfectly 
free,  and  that  her  mind  accorded  with  the  act.  If  he  uses  his 
influence  and  power  in  such  manner  as  to  control  her  unduly,  or 
so  as  to  make  her  act  under  his  will  and  not  her  own,  the  deed  is 
void.  I  do  not  say  that  it  will  be  vitiated  by  the  mere  fact  that 
she  yields  to  his  persuasions,  even  where  she  does  so  against  her 
better  judgment.  But  there  must  be  no  imprisonment  of  her  mind, 
and  no  unfair  advantage  taken  of  her  weakness.  She  must  act 
voluntarily,  and  not  by  compulsion,  moral  or  physical.  These  facts 
are  to  be  proved  in  one  way  only — that  is,  by  the  certificate  of  a 
judge  or  justice  that  he  examined  her,  not  in  the  presence  of  her 
husband,  but  separately, — that  he  made  the  contents  of  the  deed 
fully  known  to  her, — that  she  declared  her  execution  of  it  to  be 
voluntary,  and  free  from  every  sort  of  coercion.  Such  a  certificate 
is  conclusive  in  favor  of  a  grantee  who  has  accepted  the  deed  in 
perfect  good  faith,  and  paid  his  money  without  knowing  or  having 
any  reason  to  suspect  that  it  is  untrue.  But  if  it  be  in  point  of  fact 
false,  and  if  the  grantee  knew  it  to  be  false,  or  if  knowledge  can 
be  brought  home  to  him  of  any  circumstance  which  would  put  an 
honest  and  prudent  man  upon  inquiry,  then  it  may  be  contradicted 
by  parol  evidence.  When  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  is 
overthrown  by  proof  that  the  examination  of  the  woman  was  made 

^  Louden  v,  Blythe,  3  Casey,  22. 
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in  the  presence  of  the  husband,  that  she  was  under  the  influence  of 
fraud  or  coercion,  or  that  she  was  not  properly  informed  of  the 
nature  of  the  transaction,  it  goes  for  nothing/' 

54.  It  has  been  also  held  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  a  mortgagee 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  such  a  bond  fide  purchaser  as  to  render  it 
necessary  to  prove  notice  to  him  of  the  fraud  or  mistake/  "  To 
carry  the  doctrine  of  notice  to  such  an  extent,"  observed  the  court 
in  Michener  v.  Cavender,  ^'  would  subvert  all  law  and  justice.  A 
purchaser  of  real  estate  who  finds  the  deeds  in  the  channel  of  the 
title  all  duly  acknowledged,  is  certainly  not  required  to  go  up  the 
stream  and  inquire  of  every  married  woman  if  she  executed  her 
deed  voluntarily  and  acknowledged  it  according  to  law ;  and  if  he 
pay  his  money  on  the  faith  of  such  title-deeds  he  is  to  be  protected, 
and  this  probably  is  all  that  was  meant  by  what  judges  have  said 
about  purchasing  without  notice.  But  a  mortgagee  is  not  a  pur- 
chaser of  an  estate,  though  for  the  purpose  of  the  recording  Acts 
he  is  sometimes  treated  as  onct.  He  acquires  neither  an  equitable 
nor  a  legal  estate  in  the  premises  mortgaged.  He  is  simply  a  lien 
creditor — a  holder  of  a  security  for  money.  His  assignee  takes 
the  mortgage  subject  to  all  defences,  unless  he  inquire  of  the  mort- 
gagor and  learn  that  there  are  none.  And  he  is  in  no  better  con- 
dition than  his  assignee." 

55.  In  North  Carolina,  an  order  that  a  deed  of  a  married  woman, 
with  the  accompanying  commission  and  certificates,  be  registered, 
is  not  conclusive  that  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute  have  been 
complied  with ;  and  the  omission  of  all  or  any  of  them  may  be 
shown  when  the  deed  is  offered  in  evidence  upon  any  trial.^  In 
lowa,^  and  Kansas/  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  neither  the  cer- 
tificate of  acknowledgment  of  a  conveyance,  nor  the  record  nor 
transcript  thereof,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
recited.     A  similar  statute  is  in  force  in  Arkansas.^ 

56.  It  is  laid  down  in  some  of  the  cases  which  have  been  refer- 
red to  on  this  subject,  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  may  be 
invalidated  by  showing  that  her  examination  was  in  fact  taken  in 


^  Michener  v.  Cayender,  38  Pa.  St.  (2  Wright),  334.  Bat  see  Baldwin  v.  Snowden, 
11  Ohio  St.  203.    See,  also,  Conover  v.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St.  450. 
>  Lucas  V.  Cobb,  1  Dev.  k  B.  Law,  228. 

s  SUt  Jan.  4,  1840  ;  Code,  {  1230;  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381. 
«  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  357,  2  27. 
•  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  269,  2  28. 
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the  presence  of  her  husband,  and  not  separately  and  apart  from 
him,  as  required  by  the  statute.  This  doctrine  is  denied  in  other 
cases.  Thus,  it  has  been  held  in  Mississippi,  that  although  fraud 
and  duress  by  the  husband  and  purchaser  in  procuring  the  acknowl- 
edgment by  the  wife,  might  vitiate  the  deed,  yet  the  mere  fact  that 
they  were  present,  though  improper  and  irregular,  is  not  of  itself 
evidence  of  such  fraud.^  So  it  has  been  determined  in  Texas,  that 
the  certificate  of  the  privy  examination  of  the  wife  is  conclusive, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  imposition,  or  combination.'  And  it  was 
said  in  that  case,  that  ^^  where  the  certificate  of  the  privy  examina- 
tion of  a  married  woman  is  in  due  form,  in  order  to  impeach  its 
veracity,  it  is  not  sufiScient  to  allege  that  there  was  no  privy 
examination,  that  the.  contents  were  not  made  known  to  her,  etc. ; 
the  certificate  is  conclusive  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  of  fraud, 
or  imposition — as,  for  instance,  that  there  was  a  fraudulent  combi- 
nation between  the  notary  and  the  parties  interested."  So  in  Ohio,^ 
and  Virginia,^  it  has  been  decided,  that  a  statutory  certificate  of 
the  acknowledgment  of  a  conveyance  made  by  husband  and  wife, 
is,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
stated.  And  the  failure  of  the  husband  to  disclose  to  his  wife  the 
character  of  a  mortgage  which  she  executed  at  his  request,  and  in 
entire  ignorance  of  its  contents,  the  grantee  not  being  present,  and 
having  no  reason  to  suspect  imposition,  does  not  constitute  such 
fraud  as  will  enable  her  to  contradict  by  parol,  the  certificate  of 
acknowledgment.^  In  Kentucky,  if  the  certificate  show  that  the 
acknowledgment  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  husband,  it  will, 
for  that  reason  alone  be  declared  invalid.^  ^*It  does  not  appear,'* 
remarked  the  court  in  the  case  referred  to,  '^  that  he  used  any 
influence  to  induce  her  to  make  the  acknowledgment.  On  the  con- 
trary, we  infer  that  he  did  not  wish  her  to  make  it.  But  that  is 
POt  material.  The  statute  requires  the  acknowledgment  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  be  made  separately  and  apart  from  her  husband, 
whether  in  opposition  to,  or  in  accordance  with  his  wishes." 

57.  The  declarations  of  the  wife  of  her  unwillingness  to  execute 
the  deed,  made  immediately  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  acknowl- 


1  Stone  V.  Montgomerj,  35  Missis.  83.         >  Hartley  v.  Frosh,  6  Texas,  208. 
<  Baldwin  v.  Snowden,  11  Ohio  St.  203.      ^  Harkins  v.  Forsythe,  11  Leigh,  294* 
ft  Baldwin  v.  Snowden,  11  Ohio  St.  203.    And  see  McHenrj  v.  Daj,  13  Iowa,  445. 
•  AUen  V.  Shortridge,  1  Dayall,  (Kj.)  34. 


CH.   Xni.]    PRIVY  BXAMIKATION  AND  ACKNOWLEDGMENT.  .  353 

edgment,  thongli  not  in  the  presence  of  the  grantee,  are  admissible 
in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestee} 

58.  A  wife  may  avoid  her  deed,  except  as  against  an  innocent 
purchaser  for  value,  not  only  where  the  acknowledgment  has  been 
obtained  by  fraud  or  duress,  but  also  where  she  has  been  induced 
to  voluntarily  join  in  its  execution  by  fraudulent  representations  as 
to  the  true  character  of  the  transaction.'  Thus,  if  a  married  woman 
be  persuaded  by  fraudulent  statements  as  to  the  nature  of  the  con- 
sideration her  husband  is  to  receive,  to  join  in  a  conveyance  of  his 
land,  she  will  not  be  barred  of  her  dower,  except  as  against  a  bond 
fide  purchaser  without  notice  of  the  fraud.^     So  where  husband 
and  wife  joined  in  the  execution  and  acknowledgment  of  the  blank 
form  of  a  deed  designed  to  be  thereafter  filled  up  in  such  manner 
as  to  convey  a  small  piece  of  ground,  and  the  husband,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  his  wife,  afterwards  filled  up  the  deed  so 
as  to  convert  it  into  a  mortgage  upon  a  ^alaable  tract  of  land  for 
the  security  of  a  large  indebtedness,  the  wife  was  permitted  to 
recover  her  dower  against  the  mortgagee,  although  he  had  acted  in 
good  faith,  and  had  no  notice  of  the  fraud  practiced  up6n  her.^ 
Sut  to  set  aside  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  regular  upon  its  face, 
the  proof  of  fraud  in  its  procurement  should  be  clear  and  satisfac- 
tory, especially  after  the  lapse  of  many  years  from  the  date  of  the 
transaction.^ 

59.  Upon  the  principle  that  a  public  officer,  after  performing  an 
official  act,  should  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  it  by  impeaching  his 
own  official  certificate,  it  is  held,  that  the  certificate  of  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  conveyance  can  not  be  falsified  by  the  testimony  of  the 
officer  who  made  it.^ 


1  Loaden  v.  Blythe,  4  Harris,  532  ;  s.  o.  3  Casey,  22 ;  Hajs  v,  Hajs,  5  Rich.  31. 

*  Pamphrej  v.  Pamphrej,  4  West.  Law  Month.  40 ;  WiUiams  v.  Robson,  6  Ohio 
St  510,  515  ;  Gonover  V.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St  450;  Montgomery  v,  Hobson,  Meigs 
(Tenn.),  437.  She  may  also  show  that  a  deed  bearing  date  and  purporting  to  have 
been  executed  by  her  husband  prior  to  the  marriage,  was  in  fact  made  durfng  the 
coTerture,  and  ante-dated,  in  order  to  override  the  title  of  dower.  Gostigan  o.  Gould, 
5  Denio,  290. 

*  Pttmpbrey  v.  Pumphrey,  4  West.  Law  Month.  40. 

«  Gonoyer  v.  Porter,  14  Ohio  St  450.    See  Droiy  9.  Foster,  2  Wallace,  TJ.  S.  24. 
s  Montgomery  v,  Hobson,  Meigs  (Tenn.),  437 ;  WilliamB  v,  Robson,  6  Ohio  St. 
510,  515. 

*  Gentral  Bank  v.  Gopeland,  18  Md.  305;  Stone  v.  Montgomery,  35  Missis.  S3; 
Harkins  v.  Forsythe,  11  Leigh,  294. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 


CURATIVE  STATUTES. 


1.  It  has  been  shown  in  the  preceding  chapter^*  that  for  a  nnmber 
of  years  after  the  first  settlement  of  the  country,  many  of  the  colo- 
nies neglected  to  adopt  statutes  regulating  conveyances  by  married 
women ;  and  that  in  consequence  of  such  neglect,  a  loose  and  unset- 
tled practice  prevailed  in  the  execution  and  acknowledgment  of 
de^ds  by  that  class  of  persons.  Afterwards,  when  questions  were 
made  as  to  the  validity  of  titles,  it  was  thought  expedient,  if  not 
indeed  necessary,  to  enact  healing  laws  confirming  previous  con- 
veyances, and  curing  defects  supposed  to  exist  therein  by  reason  of 
some  technical  informality  in  their  execution.  Statutes  of  this  charac- 
ter were  adopted  at  an  early  day  in  Maryland,'  New  York,*  Penn- 
sylvania,^ North  Carolina,'  South  Carolina,*  Georgia,^  Arkansas,' 
Connecticut,*  and  Delaware.^*  The  power  of  legislative  bodies  to 
pass  laws  pf  this  description,  has  been  much  questioned  on  consti- 
tutional grounds ;  but  it  is  now  settled  by  the  clear  preponderance 
of  authority,  that  no  valid  objection  exists  to  its  exercise. 

2.  In  an  early  Maryland  case,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of 
1715,  ch.  47,  cured  no  defects  in  the  acknowledgments  of  deeds 
made  under  previous  laws.^^  In  New  York,  in  a  case  determined  a 
few  years  afterwards,^^  the  statute  of  that  State  passed  in  1771,'* 

1  Ante,  ch.  ziil.,  {  2. 

>  1663,  ch.  7;  1715,  ch.  47;  1  Mazcj,  p.  127.  See,  also,  1  Dorsey,  549,  630;  2 
Dorsej,  1195,  1023. 

<  Act  of  Feb.  16,  l77l.  «  Act  of  April  3,  1826. 

ft  Laws  N.  C.  p.  143.  •  Laws  S.  0.  p.  132. 

'  Acts  of  Georgia,  63;  Act  of  April  24, 1760,  1  Laws  Geo.  112. 

8  Clay's  Dig.  p.  154,  {J  16, 17.  •  Laws  Conn.  265. 

^  Laws  Del.  144 ;  4  Laws  Del.  460. 

^^  Corporation,  &c.  v.  Hammond,  I  Har.  k  J.  680,  (1805). 

"  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  16  John.  89,  (1818). 

^  *<  An  Act  to  confirm  certain  ancient  conveyances,  and  directing  the  manner  of 
proving  deeds  to  be  recorded.    Passed  the  16th  Febmary,  1771. 

'*  Whereas,  it  has  been  an  ancient  practice  in  this  Colony  to  record  deeds  concern- 
ing real  estates,  upon  the  previous  acknowledgment  of  the  grantors,  or  proof  made 
by  one  of  the  sabscribing  witnesses  of  the  execution  of  the  instriiments  before  a 

(854) 
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receiyed  a  more  liberal  interpretation.  An  acknowledgment  taken 
in  1711,  and  alleged  to  be  defective  in  not  showing  a  separate 
examination  of  the  wife/  was  held  to  be  within  the  operation  of 
that  Act.  Bat  in  arriving  at  this  conclusion  the  court  laid  consider- 
able stress  upon  the  fact  that  the  acknowledgment  in  question  was 
taken  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  statute  regulation  on  the  subject 
in  force ;  thus  rendering  it  highly  proper  that  conveyances  executed 
according  to  the  prevailing  usage  should  receive  legislative  sanction. 
In  disposing  of  one  of  the  objections  urged  against  the  enactment, 
the  court  said :  '^  It  has  also  been  contended  that  this  Act  interfered 
with  the  vested  rights  of  Ann  Bridges ;  and  on  this  ground  ought 
to  be  declared  null  and  void.  Without  entering  into  the  question 
of  the  authority  of  the  court  to  set  aside  the  Act  altogether,  it  is 
certainly  a  delicate  power,  and  ought  to  be  exercised  cautiously, 
and  in  extreme  and  palpable  cases  only.  We  do  not  consider  the 
one  before  us  as  one  of  that  class.  It  is  an  Act  confirming  and 
quieting  the  title  of  bond  fide  purchasers,  and  sanctioning  an  ancient 
custom  as  to  the  form  of  acknowledgment.  Such  an  Act  ought  to 
receive  a  liberal  and  benign  interpretation,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  titles  derived  under  such  deeds." 

8.  The  distinction  between  a  mere  curative  statute  and  a  retro- 
active  Act  divesting  Tested  rights,  is  thus  stated  in  Underwood  v. 
Lilly:'  ^'Confirming  Acts  are  not  uncommon;  are  very  useful — 
deeds  acknowledged  defectively  by  feme  eoverts,  have  been  con- 
firmed, and  proceedings  and  judgments  of  commissioned  justices  of 


member  of  hiB  MajestT's  CoancUi  a  judge  of  the  supreme  or  county  court,  or  a 
master  in  chancery,  and  sometimes  before  a  justice  of  the  peace :  And  whereas  there 
are  lands  and  tenements  held  under  the  deeds  of/eniM  eoverty  not  acknowledged  in 
manner  aforesaid,  and  yet  made  IxmA  fide  and  for  valuable  considerations ;  the  pur- 
chasers whereof,  and  those  holding  under  them  ought  to  be  secured  both  in  law  and 
equity,  against  the  respective  grantors,  their  heirs  and  assigns : 

''  2  1.  Be  it  therefore  enacted  and  declared  by  his  excellency  the  Governor,  the 
Council,  and  the  General  Assembly,  and  it  is  hereby  enacted  and  declared  by  the 
authority  of  the  same.  That  no  claim  to  any  real  estate  whereof  any  person  is  now 
actually  possessed,  whether  as  tenant  in  common,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  void  npon  the  pretence  that  the  feme  covert  granting  the  same  had  not  been  privately 
examined  before  any  of  the  public  officers  or  magistrates  aforesaid.'*^  2  Van  Schaack, 
p.  611 ;  3  Rev.  Stat.  App.  p.  22. 

^  '*This  day  came  before  me,  one  of  his  Majesty's  justices  for  the  county  of  Bssez, 
the  within  mentioned  Joshua  Hunloke  and  Ann,  his  wife,  to  acknowledge  this 
indenture  to  be  their  acts  and  deed,  this  19th  day  of  February,  1711." 

*  Underwood  v.LUly,  10  S.  &  R.  97, 101. 
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tbe  peace,  who  were  not  commissioned  agreeably  to  the  constitution, 
or  where  their  power  ceased  on  the  division  of  counties,  until  a  new 
appointment.  •  .  .  Where  a  law  is  in  its  nature  a  contract,  where 
absolute  rights  are  vested  under  it,  a  law  retrospecting,  even  if  it 
were  constitutioDal,  would  not  be  extended  bj  any  liberal  construc- 
tion, nor  would  it  be  construed  by  any  general  words,  to  embrace 
cases  where  actions  are  brought.  It  would  be  confined  to  future 
actions.  Statutes  are  primd  facie  prospective  in  their  operation; 
and  retrospective  laws  being  in  their  nature  odious,  it  ought  never 
to  be  presumed  the  legislature  intended  to  pass  them  where  the 
words  will  admit  of  any  other  meaning.  But  every  confirming  Act 
is,  in  its  very  nature,  retrospective.  Retrospective  laws  which  only 
«  vary  the  remedies,  divest  no  right,  but  merely  cure  a  defect  in  pro- 
ceedings otherwise  fair,  the  omission  of  formalities  which  do  not 
diminish  existing  obligations,  contrary  to  their  situation  when 
entered  into,  and  when  prosecuted ;  for  the  one  is  consistent  with 
every  principle  of  natural  justice,  while  the  other  is  repugnant." 

4.  In  Barnet  v.  Barnet,^  while  the  constitutionality  of  the 
Act  curing  defective  acknowledgments,  was  conceded,  it  was 
nevertheless  held  that  it  did  not  afiect  a  judgment  rendered 
previous  to  its  passage.  Upon  this  point,  the  court  remarked : 
'*  The  second  error  is  the  opinion  given  by  the  court,  that  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  deed  from  Thomas  Barnet,  deceased,  and  his 
wife,  (the  demandant),  for  the  conveyance  of  the  land  in  which 
dower  is  now  claimed,  was  defective,  so  far  as  concerned  the  wife, 
and  not  sufficient  to  bar  her  of  her  dower.  It  does  not  appear  by  the 
certificate  of  this  acknowledgment,  that  the  contents  of  the  deed 
were  made  known  to  the  wife  by  the  justice  who  took  her  acknowl- 
edgment, or  that  she  did  in  fact  know  them.  It  has  been  expressly 
decided  by  this  court,  that  this  is  an  incurable  defect ;  and  there- 
fore the  opinion  of  the  court  below  was  right.  Since  the  judgment 
in  this  case  in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  an  Act  of  Assembly  has 
been  passed  for  curing  defects  in  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by 
married  women.  Had  this  Act  been  passed  before  the  judgment 
below,  it  would  have  cured  the  defect  above  mentioned  in  the 
demandant's  acknowledgment,  and  there  would  have  been  error  in 
the  court's  opinion.  It  is  our  unanimous  opinion  that  there  is  nothing 
unconstitutional  in  this  Act  of  Assembly,  but  it  is  also  our  unanimous 


1  Barnet  v.  Barnet,  15  S.  &  B.  72. 
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opinion  that  it  does  not  extend,  by  retrospect,  to  render  a  judgment 
erroneous  whioh  was  entered  before  its  passage.  The  question  now 
to  be  decided,  is,  whether  there  was  error  in  the  judgment  below  at 
the  time  it  was  rendered,  and  we  are  of  (pinion  there  was  not." 

5.  The  snbject  again  came  up  in  the  courts  of  PennsyWania,  in 
the  case  of  Tate  v.  Stooltzfoos,^  and  it  was  there  held,  that  the 
omission  to  state  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  that  the  wife 
was  separately  examined,  was  cured  by  the  Act  of  1826.'  ^'  It  is 
contended  first,"  said  the  court,  '^  that  this  defectire  acknowledg- 
ment is  not  cured  by  that  Act.  While  I  agree  that  the  retrospective 
powers  of  this  Act  are  to  be  construed  strictly,  and  that  every  law 
of  this  nature  is  to  be  construed  with  strictness,  and  not  to  be 
extended  by  equity  beyond  the  words  of  the  statute,  yet  I  can  not 
agree  to  a  construction  that  would  defeat  the  end  and  object  of  the 
law,  and  I  must  confess  it  appears  to  me  that  in  words  as  clear  as 
our  language  affords,  this  provision  embraces  every  defect,  cures 
every  invalidity  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  where  the 
conveyance  is  a  Jxmdfide  one.  The  purview,  the  preamble,  and  the 
enacting  clause,  conduce  to  prove  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  no  acknowledgment  should  be  held  invalid,  defective, 
or  insufficient  in  law  by  reason  of  any  omission,  formal  or  substan- 
tial,  in  not  setting  forth  the  particulars  of  an  acknowledgment  in  the 
eertificate.  And  my  opinion  is,  that  if  the  wife  does  acknowledge 
the  conveyance  to  be  her  act  and  deed,  before  an  officer  authoriBod 

1  Tate  V.  Stooltzfoos,  16  S.  &  R.  35.  ^ 

'  The  Act  of  April  3,  1826,  declares,  ^  That  no  grant,  bargain,  sale,  feoffment, 
deed  of  conrejance,  lease,  release,  or  other  assurance  of  anj  lands,  tenements  and 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  heretofore  hon&fide  made  and  executed  by  hnsband  and 
wife,  and  acknowledged  by  them  before  some  judge,  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other 
officer  authorized  bj  law  within  this  State,  or  an  officer  in  one  of  the  United  States, 
to  take  such  acknowledgment,  or  which  may  be  so  made,  executed  or  acknowl- 
edged as  aforesaid  before  the  Ist  day  of  September  next,  shall  be  deemed, 
held,  or  adjudged  invalid,  or  defective,  or  insufficient  in  law,  or  avoided,  or 
prejadiced,  by  reason  of  any  informality  or  omission  in  setting  forth  the  parti* 
cnlars  of  the  acknowledgment  made  before  such  officer  as  aforesaid,  in  the  cer- 
tificate thereof;  but  all,  and  every  such  grant,  bargain  and  sale,  feoffment,  deed  of 
conveyance,  lease,  release,  or  other  assurance,  so  made,  executed  and  acknowledged 
AS  afbresaid,  shaU  be  as  good,  valid,  and  effectual  in  law,  for  transferring,  passing, 
and  eonveying  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  such  bush  And  and  wife,  of,  in, 
and  to,  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  same,  as  if  all  the 
requisites  and  particulars  of  such  acknowledgment  mentioned  in  the  Act  to  which 
this  is  supplementary,  were  particularly  set  forth  in  the  certificate  thereof,  or  appeared 
upon  the  &ce  of  the  same/'    Purdon's  Digest,  by  Brightly,  p.  317,  2  51. 
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by  law  to  take  it,  this  acknowledgment  is  sufficient,  though  it  omit 
all  the  particulars  required  under  the  former  Act.  It  is  impossible 
to  make  an  enactment  more  expressive  and  comprehensive ;  for  the 
naked  acknowledgment  is  made  as  good,  valid,  and  effective  in  law 
for  trausferring  the  estate,  as  if  all  the  requisites  and  particulars 
of  the  acknowledgment  recited  in  the  former  Act  had  been  particu^ 
larlj  set  forth  in  the  certificate  thereof,  or  appeared  upon  the  face 
of  the  same.  It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  this  Act  only  alters 
defective  acknowledgments  before  the  first  of  September,  1826. 

^'  It  is  next  objected,  that  this  Act  is  unconstitutional.  The 
general  rule  is,  that  all  laws  are  in  their  nature  prospective,  yet 
this  does  not  prohibit  the  legislature  from  passing  some  laws  which 
have  a  retrospective  operation.  Where  the  laws  do  not  impair  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  or  are  not  expostfactOj  {ex  f09t  facto  relate 
to  crimes,  only),  every  confirmatory  Act  is  in  its  nature  retrospec- 
tive." After  referring  to  the  decision  in  Underwood  v.  Lilly, 
already  cited,  the  judge  delivering  the  opinion,  proceeded :  ^^  I 
have  seen  no  reason  to  change  that  opinion.  I  will  just  add  that  it 
is  an  abuse  of  terms  to  contend  that  this  is  an  Act  divesting  vested 
rights.  Such  Acts  would  be  odious  and  unjust,  as  well  as  unconsti- 
tutional ;  for  it  is  not  intended  by  a  vested  right,  that  it  shall  be 
a  right  to  do  wrong ;  to  take  advantage  of  a  mere  slip  in  form, 
where  the  transaction  is  a  h(md  fide  one ;  and  to  avoid  an  honest 
conveyance  fairly  acknowledged,  in  thd  hands  of  an  innocent  pur» 
chaser." 

6.  In  Mercer  t;.  Watson,^  this  doctrine  was  carried  still  further. 
In  that  case,  the  heirs  of  a  married  woman,  after  her  death,  had 
recovered  the  possession  of  lands  conveyed  by  her  in  conjunction 
with  her  husband  in  her  lifetime,  on  the  ground  that  as  to  her,  the 
deed  was  defectively  acknowledged.  They  remained  in  possession 
of  the  lands  for  seventeen  years,  and  until  the  passage  of  the  Act 
of  1826,*  above  referred  to.  It  was  held,  that  this  Act  cured  the 
defect  in  the  acknowledgment,  so  as  to  enable  those  who  claimed 
under  the  deed  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment  and  recover  back 
the  premises.  Upon  the  subject  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act, 
Gibson,  C.  J.,  made  these  observations:  ^^The  constitutionality  of 
the  Act  presents  a  subject  already  exhausted.  The  question  of  its 
consistency  with  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  was  put  at  rest  by 

1  Mercer  v.  Watson,  1  Watts,  330,  366. 
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the  deoiflion  in  Tate  v.  Stooltzfoos,  and  Barnet  v.  Barnet,  already 
cited ;  nor  would  we  have  suffered  it  to  be  argued  as  regards  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  were  it  not  intimated  that  the 
object  of  raising  the  point  here,  is  to  submit  it  to  the  court  of  the  last 
resort.  For  myself,  I  am  not  one  of  those  who  perceive  a  consti- 
tutional blemish  in  every  statute  which  impinges  on  existing  rights, 
and  who  hold  the  enactment  of  it  to  be  in  contrayention  of  the 
inherent  principles  of  a  written  constitution.  Retrospective  laws 
are  doubtless  unjust  in  theory,  and  indefensible  in  practice,  where 
they  are  not  employed  as  a  corrective  of  some  intolerable  mischief ; 
but  where  the  rights  they  are  intended  to  affect,  are  unguarded  by 
a  specific  prohibition,  the  question  of  morality,  as  well  as  of  policy, 
is  for  the  determination  of  the  legislature.  Our  inquiry,  then,  is  a 
simple  one :  What  are  the  specific  limitations  which  are  imposed 
on  State  legislation  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States? 
They  are  all  contained  in  the  tenth  section  of  the  first  article  ;  and 
but  the  inhibition  of  ex  post  facta  laws,  and  laws  impairing  the  obli- 
gation of  contracts,  can  be  made  to  operate  on  the  subject  of 
the  present  controversy,  even  by  the  most  strained  construction. 
JEx  post  facto  laws  are  necessarily  retrospective ;  they  act  on  exist- 
ing rights,  or  they  do  not  act  at  all.  Yet  the  converse  does  not 
hold ;  for  it  seems  to  be  universally  conceded,  since  the  decision  in 
Calder  v.  BuU,^  that  retrospective  laws  are  not  necessarily  ex  poet 
facto  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  In  that  case,  the 
prohibition  was  held  to  be  exclusively  applicable  to  penal  laws ; 
such  as  would  impart  criminality  to  an  act  that  was  indifferent  at 
the  time,  or  increase  the  criminality  of  an  offence  already  com- 
mitted, or  deprive  a  prisoner  of  a  privilege  or  advantage  in  relation 
to  the  measure  of  the  proof  or  the  course  of  the  trial.  These  are 
plainly  forbidden.  But  in  matters  of  civil  jurisprudence,  statutes 
simply  retrospective  have  not  been  disregarded  by  the  courts,  but 
for  disobedience  of  some  plain,  palpable,  and  positive  mandate 
of  the  constitution.  This  was  distinctly  asserted  by  Mr.  Justice 
Washington,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Satterlee 
V.  Matthewson,'  and  shown  to  be  entirely  consistent  with  decisions 
that  had  been  thought  to  bear  the  other  way.  In  Calder  v.  Bull, 
a  distinction  was  expressly  taken  between  ex  post  facto  and  retro- 
spective laws ;  the  prohibition  of  the  former  being  protective  of  the 
1 f 

1  Calder  v.  BuU,  3  Dall.  386.  *  Salterlee  v.  Matthewson,  2  Peters,  380. 
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person,  and  the  security  of  property  being  referable  to  the  elanses 
which  forbid  a  tender  to  be  made  in  anything  bat  coin,  or  the 
sanctity  of  contracts  to  be  violated.  These  clauses,  it  was  justly 
remarked,  would  be  redundant,  were  the  prohibition  of  ex  post  f  ado 
laws  so  largely  construed  as  to  extend  it  to  the  protection  of  both 
person  and  property ;  as  it  would  cover  the  whole  subject.  But 
taking  that  to  be  otherwise,  the  law  in  question  carries  with  it  no 
actual  pretension  of  power  to  interfere  with  vested  rights.  The  Act 
of  1770,  empowered  the  magistrate  to  take  the  separate  examina- 
tion, but  omitted  to  declare  what  should  be  evidence  of  the  fact. 
The  practice  has  been  to  perpetuate  it  by  the  magistrate's  certifi- 
cate, in  analogy  to  the  direction  of  the  Act  of  1715,  and  this  court 
had  thought  itself  bound  by  analogies  from  the  case  of  a  fine,  to 
require  the  essential  parts  of  the  transaction  to  be  specially  set 
out,  in  default  of  which,  it  was  held,  not  that  the  conveyance  was 
void,  but  that  the  grantee  had  failed  to  produce  the  requisite  proof 
of  its  execution;  By  interfering  with  the  existing  decisions,  so  far 
as  to  declare  that  a  certificate  of  the  fact  of  acknowledgment  should 
be  taken  to  import  a  compliance  with  all  the  requisitions  of  the 
law,  the  legislature  undertook  to  deal,  not  with  the  contract,  but 
the  evidence  of  it.  In  what,  then,  had  the  party  to  be  afiected,  a 
vested  right  ?  If  in  nothing  but  the  quality  and  effect  of  the  evi* 
dence,  the  right  was  possessed  of  no  peculiar  sanctity.  An  Act  to 
change  the  rule  which  requires  subscribing  witnesses  to  be  called, 
could  not  be  said  to  affect  a  right,  even  so  far  as  to  incline  a  judge 
towards  a  construction  favorable  to  an  exemption  from  its  operation 
of  instruments  in  existence  at  the  time  of  its  enactment.  It  might 
be  otherwise,  were  attestation  by  subscribing  witnesses,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  will  of  land  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  an  essential 
ingredient  in  the  act  of  execution.  Here,  however,  a  specification 
of  its  ingredients  was  not  an  essential  part  of  the  acknowledgment, 
or  of  the  separate  examination,  but  a. form  and  measure  of  proof 
enacted,  not  by  the  legislature,  but  by  the  courts ;  and  in  substi- 
tuting a  different  one,  the  legislature  dispensed  with  no  part  of  the 
separate  examination  or  acknowledgment,  either  in  substance  or  in 
form ;  but  in  accordance  with  the  common  law  maxim  omnia  rUe 
pregumunturj  declared  a  certificate  of  the  naked  fact  of  acknowledg- 
ment, to  be  at  least  primd  facie  evidence  of  everything  necessary 
to  constitute  the  whole  fact.  I  take  it,  then,  the  supplemental  Act 
divests  no  right,  and  that  it  might  not  be  unconstitutional  if  it  did." 
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7.  The  case  was  carried  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  where  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  was  affirmed.^  The 
opinion  was  delivered  by  Story,  J.,  who  said :  "  Our  authority  to 
examine  into  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act  of  1826,  extends  no 
farther  than  to  ascertain  whether  it  violates  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States ;  for  the  question  whether  it  violates  the  Constitution 
of  Pennsylyania,  is,  upon  the  present  writ  of  error,  not  before 
us.  .  •  .  The  argument  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  is,  first,  that  the 
Act  violates  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  because  it  devests 
their  vested  right  as  heirs  at  law  of  the  premises  in  question ;  and 
secondly,  that  it  violates  the  obligations  of  a  contract ;  that  is, 
of  the  patent  granted  by  the  proprietaries  of  Pennsylvania  to 
Samuel  Patterson,  the  ancestor  of  the  original  defendants,  from 
whom  they  trace  their  title  to  the  premises,  by  descent  through 
Margaret  Mercer.  As  to  the  first  point,  it  is  clear  that  this  court 
has  no  right  to  pronounce  an  act  of  the  State  legislature  void,  as 
contrary  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  from  the  mere 
fact  that  it  devests  antecedent  vested  rights  of  property.  The 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  prohibit  the  States  from 
passing  retrospective  laws  generally ;  but  only  ex  po9t  facto  laws. 
Now,  it  has  been  solemnly  settled  by  this  court,  that  the  phrase 
ex  post  facto  laws,  is  not  applicable  to  civil  laws,  but  to  penal  and 
criminal  laws,  which  punish  a  party  for  acts  antecedently  done, 
which  were  not  pu'nishable  at  all,  or  not  punishable  to  the  extent 
or  in  the  manner  prescribed.  In  short,  ex  post  facto  laws  relate  to 
penal  and  criminal  proceedings,  which  impose  punishments  or  for- 
feitures, and  not  to  civil  proceedings,  which  affect  private  rights 
retrospectively.  ...  In  the  next  place,  does  the  Act  of  1826, 
violate  the  obligation  of  any  contract  ?  In  our  judgment  it  cer- 
tainly does  not,  either  in  its  terms  or  its  principles.  It  does  not 
even  affect  to  touch  any  title  acquired  by  a  patent,  or  any  other 
grant.  It  supposes  the  titles  of  the  femes  covert  to  be  good,  how- 
ever acquired ;  and  only  provides  that  deeds  of  conveyance  made 
by  them  shall  not  be  void  because  there  is  a  defective  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  deeds  by  which  they  have  sought  to  transfer  their 
title.  So  far,  then,  as  it  has  any  legal  operation,  it  goes  to  con« 
firm,  and  not  to  impair  the  contract  of  the  femes  covert.  It  gives 
the  very  effect  to  their  acts  and  contracts  which  they  intended  to 


^  Watson  V.  Mercer,  8  Peteie,  88. 
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give ;  and  which,  from  mistake  or  acoident,  has  not  been  effected. 
This  point  is  so  fully  settled  by  the  case  of  Satterlee  v.  Matthew- 
son/  that  it  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  go  over  the  reasoning  upon 
which  it  is  founded." 

8.  In  Ohio,  there  have  been  contradictory  decisions  concerning 
the  legislative  power  to  pass  curative  statutes,  but  the  validity  of 
such  enactments  seems  now  to  be  established.  In  Good  v.  Zercher,' 
in  which  the  question  was  first  presented,  it  was  explicitly  determined 
that  the  Act  passed  March  9, 1885,*  to  render  valid  acknowledgments 
certified  prior  to  that  time  which  omit  to  state  that  the  deed  was 
read,  or  contents  made  known  to  the  wife,  is  unconstitutional  and 
void.  '^  Suppose,"  said  Read,  J.,  *^  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature to  take  away  the  lands  of  married  women  or  widows  by 
curing,  or  rather  creating,  nullities  into  valid  deeds,  is  it  such  an 
intention  as  the  courts  will  carry  into  execution  ?  The  land  belonged 
to  Elizabeth  Zercher,  at  the  date  of  the  deed.  The  pretended  deed, 
as  to  her,  is  a  nullity.  If  the  Act  of  1835  deprives  her  of  the  land, 
and  gives  it  to  Good,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  may  well  be  asked, 
which  takes  it  away,  the  deed,  or  the  act  of  the  legislature  ?  The 
deed  did  not  take  it  away  it  is  admitted.  If  it  be  taken  away,  then, 
it  must  be  by  the  act  of  the  legislature.  But,  it  is  replied,  it  is  the 
act  of  the  legislature  acting  upon  the  deed,  and  giving  it  validity. 
But  the  deed  is  a  nullity — nothing.     In  other  language,  it  would 

^  Satterlee  v.  MatthewtoU)  2  Peters,  380.  For  other  healing  statatea  in  Pennayl- 
Tania,  see  Pardon's  Digest,  hj  Brightlj,p.  313,  2  17  ;  pp.  318-19,  {|  52-58  ;  Bright- 
IfB  Sapp.  1323.  The  Act  of  1840,  (Pardon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  p.  318,  {  62),  is  not 
to  be  constnied  retrospectively  so  as  to  divest  the  title  of  third  persons  acqnired 
before  its  passage.  Green  v.  Drinker,  1  Watts  h  S.  440.  Nor  does  it  core  the  defects 
of  want  of  authority  in  the  officer,  or  of  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  the  wife's 
separate  examination.  1  Phila.  R.  370 ;  Pardon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  318,  note.  But 
a  deed  from  a  husband  to  a  trustee  for  the  ase  of  his  wife.  Is  within  its  operation. 
Rigter  v.  Glond,  2  Harris,  361-4. 

*  Good  V.  Zercher,  12  Ohio,  364,  Birchard,  J.,  dissenting. 

*  This  Act  provides,  **  That  any  deed,  mortgage,  or  other  instrament  of  writing, 
heretofore  executed  in  pursuance  of  law,  by  husband  and  wife,  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  or  incumbering  the  estate  of  the  wife,  or  her  right  of  dower  in  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  situate  in  this  State,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in 
any  of  the  courts  of  this  State,  and  elsewhere,  as  conveying  or  incumbering  the 
estate  or  interest  of  the  wife,  or  as  releasing  her  right  of  dower,  as  the  case  may  be, 
although  the  magistrate  taking  the  acknowledgment  of  such  deed,  shall  not  have 
certified  that  he  read  or  made  known  the  contents  of  such  deed,  mortgage,  or  instru- 
ment of  writing  to  such  wife,  before,  or  at  the  time  she  acknowledged  the  execution 
thereof."    Swan's  Stat.,  ed.  1841,  p.  269 ;  I  Swan  k  Oritchf.  p.  470,  {  17. 
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be  the  act  of  the  legislature,  acting  upon  nothing.  And  nothing, 
then,  acted  upon  bj  legislative  enactment,  deprives  thib  woman  of 
her  rights.  It  must  be  perceived,  and  it  can  not  be  disguised,  that 
if  this  woman  is  thus  to  be  deprived  of  her  land,  it  is  by  the  pure,  sim- 
ple, naked  power  of  the  Act  itself.  By  what  authority  can  the  legis* 
latnre  take  this  woman's  land  and  give  it  to  another  7  It  is  the  prin- 
cipal object  of  our  political  organization  to  secure  each  individual 
in  the  enjoyment  of  his  natural  rights.  And  the  chief  glory  of 
every  citizen,  however  humble  or  weak,  is  to  feel,  in  the  omnipo> 
tence  of  constitutional  protection,  that  there  is  no  power  under  God 
can  deprive  him  of  his  property  or  his  rights.  That  the  government 
itself,  under  which  he  lives,  is  less  than  the  individual  man,  except 
as  it  acts  within  the  legitimate  sphere  prescribed  by  the  people  who 
made  it.  The  right  of  property  is  coupled  with  the  right  of  life, 
since  the  day  that  man  iSrst  ate  his  bread  in  the  sweat  of  his  brow. 
Hence  it  is  declared  in  the  constitution,  that  the  rights  of  acquiring, 
possessing  and  protecting  property,  are  natural,  inherent,  and 
inalienable.  And  there  are  but  three  ways  known  to  the  constitu- 
tion by  which  a  man  may  be  dispossessed  of  his  property — by  the 
consent  of  the  owner ;  when  taken  for  a  public  use,  upon  compensa- 
tion being  made  in  money ;  and  by  forfeiture  for  crime.  How, 
then,  shall  this  land  be  taken  from  Elizabeth  Zercher,  by  this  Act  7 
To-day  it  is  hers  absolutely ;  to-morrow,  without  her  consent,  and 
not  taken  for  a  public  use,  nor  forfeited  for  crime,  her  land,  by  the 
operation  of  this  statute,  is  transferred  to  another.  Such  an  opera- 
tion of  this  statute  is  unconstitutional,  and  contrary  to  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  all  free  government,  and  to  this  extent,  void. 
^^  But  it  is  claimed  that  this  is  a  curative  statute,  and  that  such 
have  been  recognized  and  uniformly  executed  by  the  courts.  Cura- 
tive statutes  may  operate  if  confined  to  legitimate  objects.  If  one 
competent  to  do  the  act,  attempts  to  convey  a  legal  estate,  and 
should,  by  defect  in  form,  transfer  an  equity  only,  the  legislature 
might  cure  the  defect,  and  convert  the  equitable  into  a  legal  estate ; 
or,  in  better  phrase,  unite  the  two.  The  legislature  may  cure  the 
title  to  property,  but  can  not  create  it.  But,  it  is  asked,  what  is 
the  difference  between  an  attempted  conveyance  by  a  man  and  a 
married  woman  7  The  attempted  conveyance  by  a  man  may  transfer 
an  equity.  A  married  woman  being  disabled  by  the  law,  and  only 
permitted  to  act  as  it  prescribes  in  the  sale  of  her  lands,  unless  the 
statute  be  pursued,  she  conveys  nothing,  either  in  law  or  equity. 
It  is  just  the  same  as  though  the  legislature  should  pass  a  law 
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enacting  that  all  the  attempted  bargains  between  man  and  man  for 
the  sale  of  property,  heretofore  made,  should  be  valid  and  binding ; 
because,  in  the  case  of  the  married  woman,  an  attempt  to  sell  is  not 
a  sale.  But,  it  is  said,  the  woman  gets  the  money.  The  law  says 
the  husband  gets  it.  Now,  in  the  case  of  these  attempted  bargains, 
the  legislature  would  not  be  curing  a  bargain,  but  creating  one, 
which  they  have  not  the  constitutional  power  to  do.  Acts  which 
transfer  no  right,  can  never  authorize  the  legislature,  by  law,  to 
transfer  property.  It  is  said  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania,  have 
supported  laws  of  this  character.  It  is  our  duty  to  keep  within 
the  light  of  our  own  constitution,  and  to  know  of  no  authority 
beyond  its  letter  and  spirit."  This  ruling  was  afiSrmed  in  Meddock 
V.  Williams,  and  in  Silliman  v,  Cummins.^ 

9.  But  in  a  case  that  came  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  about  the  time  the  foregoing  decisions  were  made,  a  different 
conclusion  was  arrived  at,  and  the  Act  of  1886,  declared  valid. 
^'It  is  the  province  of  a  State  legislature,"  said  the  court,  ^*to 
regulate  the  conveyance  of  real  estate.     The  form  and  effect  of 

ft 

the  conveyance  it  may  determine ;  and  the  only  objection  to  the 
above  Act  is,  that  it  has  a  retrospective  effect.  It  is  clear  that  the 
Act  of  1885,  does  not  impair  the  contract,  and  it  is  not,  therefore, 
in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  Union.  It  gives  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  by  relieving  from  a  mere  informality, 
which,  under  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  reported 
in  6  Ohio  Reports,  was  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  acknowledgment. 
The  Act,  then,  instead  of  impairing  the  deed,  gave  effect  to  it,  as 
the  parties  intended.  The  Act  was  remedial,  and  in  violation  of  no 
constitutional  right."'  And  shortly  afterwards,  the  State  court 
overruled  the  previous  decisions  on  the  subject,  and  adopted,  sub- 
stantially, the  doctrine  of  the  Pennsylvania  courts.  In  Chesnnt  v. 
Shane,'  where  the  question  was  first  reconsidered,  it  was  discussed 
by  Birchard,  C.  J.,  in  these  terms:  ''By  the  general  assent  of  the 
people  of  the  State,  and  by  prior  adjudications,  deeds  had  been 
considered  valid  to  pass  the  interest  of  a  married  woman,  without 
its  appearing  from  the  certificate  of  the  officer,  that  he  had  made 
known  to  her  their  contents.  The  legislature  evidently  did  not 
think  it  was  required.  The  State  courts  had  so  held,  or  at  least 
had  treated  the  deed  as  good,  notwithstanding  the  supposed  defect. 

1  Meddock  v.  WiUiams,  12  Ohio,  377 ;  Silliman  v,  CumminB,  13  Ohio,  116. 

>  Ravertj  v.  Fridge,  3  McLean,  230. 

s  Chesnnt  v.  Shane,  16  Ohio,  699,  Bead,  J.,  dissenting. 
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But  the  decision  of  the  highest  court  was  then,  for  the  first  time, 
against  the  validity  of  such  deeds  in  one  case,  and  one  only.  Was 
it  proper  to  interfere  ?  Did  the  peace  and  quiet  and  welfare  of 
community  require  that  they  should  interpose  to  settle  this  matter 
of  doubtful  construction,  or  to  do  that  which  was  equivalent  ?  The 
legislature  thought  the  Act  was  required,  and  so  do  we.  The  Act, 
in  terms,  assumes  that  the  deeds  were  and  had  been  good,  but  yet 
that  they  contained  a  defect  fatal  to  their  admission  to  prove  title 
before  the  court  as  then  constituted,  without  further  legislation. 
This  is  manifest  from  the  words  of  the  Act.  .  .  .  The  deeds  intended 
to  be  affected  by  this  statute,  are  here  treated  as  good  and  sub- 
sisting titles,  such  as  had  been  executed  pursuant  to  law.  This 
language  is  certainly  not  such  as  would  have  been  iised,  had  it 
been  supposed  that  the  construction  given  in  Connell  v,  Gonnell,^ 
was  aHrue  interpretation  of  the  Acts  of  1818  and  1820,  and  the 
prior  statutes.  It  is  the  language  proper  to  be  used,  supposing  our 
construction  and  the  contemporaneous  construction  evidenced  by 
usage,  to  be  the  correct  one.  Hence,  it  is  not  just  to  impute  a 
design  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  transfer  property  by  their 
own  act,  or  to  impute  a  disregard  of  the  constitution  to  those  who 
support  the  act.  It  was  held,  however,  in  Good  v,  Zercher,  that 
the  law  was  void,  because,  if  it  had  any  effect,  its  operation  was  to 
dive9t  vested  rights.  If  this  were  its  true  character,  no  one  could 
sustain  it.  It  would  receive  no  countenance  anywhere — much  less 
from  any  member  of  this  court.  It  purports,  however,  to  do  no 
such  thing.  Such  was  neither  its  object  or  effect.  It  confirmed, 
by  declaring  them  valid,  deeds  which  were  merely  doubtful.  It  was 
not  a  void  law  because  it  quieted  in  law  a  question  which  was  like 
to  be  vexatious.  It  came  in  aid  of  vendors  in  perfecting  their  con- 
veyances. It  assured  grantors  that  they  could  not  be  allowed  to 
take  advantage  of  a  doubtful,  technical,  and  merely  formal  matter, 
under  a  single  decision  of  doubtful  authority,  to  reclaim  property 
fairly  parted  with  for  full  value.  It  said,  in  substance,  to  the  dis- 
honest grantor,  you  shall  hereafter  act  honestly.  ^It  gave  effect,' 
says  Judge  McLean,^  Ho  the  intention  of  the  parties,  by  relieving 
from  a  mere  informality.'  "* 

1  OonneU  v.  OonneU,  6  Ohio,  353  ;  ante,  ch.  ziii.,  {  20. 

*  In  Rayertjr  v.  Fridge,  tupra, 

*  ApproTed  in  BaiFner  o.  McLenan,  16  OhiO|  639,  654.  See,  al80,  Swan's  Stat., 
ed.  1854,  p.  314,  {  27  ;  1  Swan  &  Critcbf.  p.  694,  {  9  ;  Ibid.  p.  470,  {{  15-17 ;  p. 
474,  {31.    The  following,  from  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Barton  v.  Morris,  15 
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10.  In  Tennessee,  it  is  held,  upon  the  principle  that  the  gran- 
tor's title  is  inchoately  divested  by  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and 
that  the  acknowledgment  or  probate  of  the  execution  has  no  effect 
further  to  divest  it,  but  only  entitles  it  to  registration,  that  statutes 
validating  imperfect  acknowledgments  and  probates,  are  not  uncon- 
stitutional, though  retroactive,  because  they  do  not  affect  rights, 
but  only  the  evidence  of  facts.^  It  has  been  determined,  also,  that 
the  ninth  section  of  the  Act  of  1889,'  curing  defective  probates  or 
acknowledgments  of  deeds  after  twenty  years  registration,  applies 
to  conveyances  executed  by  married  women.*  But  in  North  Caro- 
lina, an  Act  declaring  that  certain  deeds  not  executed  according  to 
law  should  be  deemed  good  and  effectual  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
lands  therein  mentioned,  was  adjudged  unconstitutional  as  in  con- 
travention of  that  section  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  which  declares  the 
legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  pdwers  of  the  governmenf  to  be 
distinct.^  And  in  Illinois,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  legislature  can 
not  give  effect  to  conveyances  made  by  married  women  out  of  the 
State  during  the  two  years  that  they  were  not  authorized  by  law  to 
execute  such  conveyances.' 

Ohio,  408|  is  pertinent  to  the  subject  discussed  in  the  text :  "  One  more  objection  to 
this  deed  remains  to  be  disposed  of.  It  is  said  the  magistrate,  in  taking  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  Noah  and  Nathan  Haines,  has  not  affixed  his  seal.  If  this  were  so,  the 
deed  would  be  well  executed  under  the  existing  state  of  the  law.  The  second  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  (Swan's  Stat.  269)  declares  thai  the  deed  shall  be  held  sufficient  to 
pass  the  legal  title,  notwithstanding  the  omission.  The  words  are,  <  shall  be  good 
and  ralid  in  law  and  equity.'  The  statute  purports  to  act  retrospectiyelj — not  to 
create  title  where  none  existed  before,  but  to  make  that  a  good  title  which  the  par- 
ties themselyes  meant  to  make  good,  by  dispensing  with  a  part  of  the  form  required 
of  the  officer,  and  bj  him  carelessly  and  negligently  omitted.  This  statute  has  been 
repeatedly  under  the  examination  of  this  court  upon  the  circuit,  and  has  receired 
the  8{^nction  of  all  its  members,  as  a  law  of  binding  force.  It  riolates  the  obligation 
of  no  contract ;  divests  no  Tested  right ;  but  on  the  contraiy,  supports  a  contract  fkirly 
and  honestly  made,  and  such  an  one  as  a  court  of  chancery  would  hare  enforced." 
See,  also,  Winkler  v.  Biggins,  9  Ohio  St.  599  ;  I  Swan  &  Critchf.  p.  473,  {  27. 

I  Montgomery  v.  Hobson,  Meigs,  437.  See  Applegate  v.  Qracy,  9  Dana,  215 ; 
Pearce  v,  Patton,  7  B.  Mon.  162  ;  Blackbam  v.  Pennington,  8  B.  tfon.  217,  219. 

s  Act  of  1839,  c.  26,  2  9. 

*  Rainey  v.  Gordon,  6  Hnmph.  345  ]  Matthewson  v,  Spencer,  3Sneed,  513,  Totten, 
J.,  dissenting. 

^  Robinson  v,  Bar6eld,  2  Murph.  390. 

'  Lave  V.  Soulard,  15  111.  123.  <^From  1845  to  1847,  there  waa  no  statute  in  thia 
State  enabling  married  women  without  the  State  to  eonrey  their  lands  lying  within 
it."  Ibid.  See  Moore  v.  Nelson,  3  McLean,  383.  A  curatire  statute  is  in  force  in 
Iowa.  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rev.  1860,  {{  2249,  2250,  2253,  2266.  And  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.    Act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1865,  Laws  1864-6,  p.  531. 
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The  origin  of  jointure^  and  its  introduction  into  the  United  States. 

1.  Wb  have  seen  that  before  the  statute  of  uses,  the  legal  title 
to  the  greater  part  of  the  real  property  of  England,  was  in  the 
hands  of  feoffees  to  uses  or  trustees ;  and  that  the  estate  of  the 
cestui  que  use  was  not  subject  to  dower.^  One  consequence  arising 
from  this  separation  of  the  legal  and  usufructuary  interest  was, 
that  husbands  provided  for  their  wives  before  or  after  marriage, 
either  by  feoffments  made  to  the  uses  of  themselves  and  their  wives, 
under  the  statute  of  1  Richard  III.,  which  enabled  cestuis  que  use 
to  convey ;  or  by  limiting  uses  to  tbiem  by  deed ;  or  by  taking  con- 
veyances of  the  legal  estate  from  their  feoffees  to  themselves  and 
their  wives,  either  for  life  or  in  tail ;  and  sometimes  the  ancestors, 
or  collateral  relatives  of  the  husband,  conveyed  estates  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  for  life  or  in  tail ;  and  being  commonly  made  to 
them  ^^  jointly,"  this  kind  of  provision  from  thence  acquired  the 
name  of  a  "jointure."* 

»  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xix.,  {  1 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  137. 

'  Per  Mr.  Justice  Wilmot,  in  Drury  v.  Drury,  Wilmot's  Opinions,  185,  186  \ 
Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1  b. 
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2.  The  statute  of  11  Hen.  YII.,  ch.  20,  was  made  expressly  to 
guard  these  provisions,  and  to  avoid  all  discontinuances,  alienations, 
and  warranties  made  by  wives,  of  these  estates,  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  issue  or  heirs  of  the  husband.  And  though  the  word  '^  jointure" 
does  not  occur  in  that  statute,  yet  it  was  held,  that  no  estate  limited 
to  a  wife  was  within  its  meaning,  unless  it  appeared  to  have  been 
made  for  her  jointure,  where  the  inheritance  was  to  go  to  the  issue 
or  heirs  of  the  husband  ;^  and  these  provisions  went  by  the  name 
of  estates  made  ^'  ex  provisione  viri.*'  And  from  this  statute  of  the 
11  Hen.  YII.,  and  also  from  the  recital  in  the  clause  relating  to 
jointures  in  27  Hen.  VIII.,  it  appears  that  these  estates  were  fre- 
quently limited  to  the  husband  and  wife  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  and  sometimes  to  the  husband  and  wife  and  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  the  wife  ;  and  the  strictest  settlement  which  could  be 
made  at  the  time  of  passing  the  statute  of  uses,  was  to  limit  the 
estate  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife,  so  as  to  bring  it  within 
the  protection  of  the  Act  of  the  11  Hen.  VII.  The  limitation  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  had  not  then  been 
invented ;  and  therefore  if  the  estate  were  limited  to  the  husband 
for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  the  marriage, 
he  might  bar  the  contingent  remainders  before  the  existence  of 
issue ;'  or  if  the  estate  were  limited  to  the  husband  in  tail,  he 
might  bar  the  estate  tail,  as  well  as  the  remainders,  by  a  recovery. 
The  most  that  could  be  done,  was  to  vest  the  estate  tail  in  the  wife, 
and  then  it  was  under  the  protection  of  the  11  Hen.  VIL  ;  and  it 
appears  from  the  books  that  limitations  of  this  character  were  very 
frequent,  sometimes  of  the  estate  itself,  but  oftener  of  the  use ;  and 
it  was  more  natural  they  should  be  so,  because  it  was  carrying  the 
check  upon  alienations  then  so  anxiously  aimed  at,  as  far  as  the 
policy  of  the  law  would  endure.  And  it  was  usual  to  make  these 
limitations,  not  only  upon  the  prospect  of  a  marriage  then  under 
immediate  contemplation,  but  estates  were  settled  by  ancestors, 
and  taken  upon  purchases,  with  limitations  to  women  whom  they 
or  their  sons  should  afterwards  marry,  without  a  view  to,  or  so 
much  as  the  knowledge  of,  any  particular  woman  who  was  to  take 
under  them.^ 

3.  One  great  inconvenience  attended  provisions  limited  in  the 


1  1  Leon.  261 ;  1  Cro.  2.  «  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xl.,  {{  16-19. 

»  Per  Mr.  Justice  Wilmot,  in  Drory  ©.  Drury,  Wilmot's  Opiniona,  186,  187. 
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manner  above  mentioned ;  for  whether  they  were  made  before  or 
after  the  marriage,  if  the  hdbband  had  the  legal  seizin  of  any  other 
estates,  either  in  fee  or  in  fee  tail,  the  wife  would  be  entitled  to 
dower  in  those  estates,  and  to  the  jointure  also.  This  resulted 
from  the  technical  rules  of  the  common  law  that  no  right  can  be 
released  or  conveyed  until  it  accrues,  and  that  title  to  an  estate  of 
freehold  can  not  be  barred  by  a  collateral  satisfaction.^  As  the  law 
then  stood,  it  was  impossible  to  bar  a  woman  of  her  dower  by  an 
assignment  or  assurance  of  lands,  either  before  or  during  the  mar- 
riage, though  expressly  mentioned  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  that 
interest.  For,  as  the  right  of  dower  attached  at  the  instant  of  the 
marriage,  or  of  the  seizin  during  the  coverture  of  a  legal  estate, 
this  right,  like  all  others,  could  only  be  extinguished  by  a  release ; 
and  no  release  by  the  wife,  either  before  or  during  the  marriage, 
would  be  valid.  If  made  before  the  marriage,  it  could  not  operate 
as  a  bar,  because,  at  the  time  of  making  it,  she  had  no  title  to 
dower  ;^  if  made  during  the  coverture,  it  would  be  void  by  reason 
of  the  disabilities  attaching  to  femes  covert,^  And  no  estate  limited 
to  the  wife  during  the  marriage  would  bar  her  dower,  for  as  we 
have  seen,  the  common  law  did  not  permit  a  right  or  title  to  a  free-- 
hold  estate  to  be  destroyed  by  the  acceptance  of  a  collateral  satis- 
faction.^ This  inconvenience,  however,  did  not  frequently  occur, 
because  the  legal  estate  and  the  use  were  seldom  in  the  same  hand ; 
and  husbands  had  it  absolutely  in  their  power  to  prevent  it,  by 
putting  the  estates  which  they  had  before  their  marriage,  into  feof- 
fees, and  by  taking  all  subsequent  conveyances  to  feoffees,  or  to 
themselves  and  others  jointly,^  so  as  to  prevent  the  right  of  dower 
from  ever  attaching.^ 

1  See'ante,  ch.  zl.,  2  1  ]  Veraon's  case,  4  Co.  1  b. 

*  See 'Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153|  155  ;  Gibson  v-.  Oibsoo,  15  Mass.  106, 
110. 

s  See  ante,  ch.  zii.,  22  2,  43. 

*  1  Qreenl.  Grnise,  tit.  7,  ch.  1,  2  1 ;  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1  b. ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W. 
461.  In  a  note  to  the  text  of  Roper,  Mr.  Jacob  says :  **  These  obseryations  are  to 
be  understood  as  applying  only  to  the  legal  right  to  dower.  '  If/  as  Lord  Mansfield, 
remarks,  *  the  statute  of  Henry  YIIL,  had  never  been  made,  courts  of  equity  would 
have  given  relief.'  2  Eden,  74.  Though  a  jointure  could  not,  independently  of  the 
statute,  be  pleaded  at  law  in  bar  to  a  writ  of  dower,  it  would,  it  seems,  be  binding 
on  the  wife  in  equity  as  an  agreement,  if  made  with  her  concurrence,  before  mar- 
riage ;  and  if  made  after  the  marriage,  it  would  raise  a  case  of  election."  1  Roper, 
H.  &  W.  461,  note.    See  post,  22  33-^6. 

*  See  Yol.  i.,  oh.  xvi.  *  Drury  v.  Dmry,  Wilmot's  Opinions,  187,  188. 

VOL.  n.  24 


370  THB  LAW  OF  DOWER.  [CH.  XV. 

4.  It  has  been  shown,  also,  that  the  statute  of  uses  operated  to 
destroy  the  distinction  previously  subsisting  between  the  possession 
of  the  feoffee  and  the  beneficial  interest  of  the  cestui  que  u%e^  by 
instantaneously  converting  that  interest  into  the  legal  estate ;  and 
that  as  a  necessary  result  of  this,  the  estate  of  the  cestui  que  use 
became  subject  to  dower.^  When  the  legislature  had  determined 
thus  to  consolidate  the  use  and  legal  estate,  it  became  evident  that 
it  was  necessary  to  make  several  regulations,  not  only  in  respect  of 
the  immediate  influence  which  this  consolidation  would  have  upon 
real  property  as  between  persons  then  married,  but  also  as  to  per- 
sons who  should  marry  after  the  Act  was  made.'  For,  without  some 
provision  guarding  against  it,  the  unavoidable  consequence  would 
have  been,  to  entitle  the  widow  to  dower  in  all  her  husband's 
unsettled  estates  of  inheritance,  and  also  to  the  lands  which  had 
been  settled  upon  her  in  lieu  of  that  right.^  To  prevent  this  injustice, 
it  was  enacted  in  the  same  statute,  that  inhere  purchases  or  con- 
veyances had  been  or  should  be  made,  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  by  or  to,  or  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and  wife  in 
tail,  or  to,  or  to  the  use  of  one  of  them  in  tail,  or  for  their  lives,  or 
the  life  of  the  wife,  for  her  jointure,  every  woman  married,  having 
such  jointure  made,  should  not  claim,  nor  have  any  title  to  dower 
to  the  residue  of  the  lands,  &c.,  which  at  any  time  were  the  hus- 
band's by  whom  she  had  a  jointure.^  Upon  this  statute,  the  modern 
legal  jointure  is  founded.  It  is  defined  by  Lord  Coke,  from  the 
purview  of  the  Act,  to  be  a  competent  livelihood  of  freehold  to  the 
wife,  of  lands  and  tenements,  to  take  effect  in  profit  or  possession, 
presently  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  for  the  life  of  the  wife  at 
least.* 

6.  The  provisions  of  the  27  Hen.  VIIL,  ch.  10,  relating  to 
jointure  have  been  substantially  adopted  in  most  of  the  United 
States.*    By  the  Massachusetts  Colony  Law  of  1641,  the  right  of 

« 

1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xiz.,  2  3.  >  Draiy  v.  Drurji  Wilmot's  Opinions,  188. 

s  See  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1  b.,  2  a. ;  Qilb.  Uses,  147 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  137. 

*  27  Hen.  VIIL,  cb.  10,  J  6 ;  1  Cruise,  lit.  7,  ch.  1,  §  4 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  137-8. 

6  Co.  Litt  36  b.,  37  a. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  462  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2ded.,  261,  pi.  5 ; 
Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1  a. ;  McCartee  v.  TeUer,  2  Paige,  662  ;  s.  c.  8  Wend.  267. 

«  I  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  pp.  741-2,  §J  9-14;  1  Md.  Code,  p.  683,  J  289;  1  Brev.  Dig. 
Stat.  S.  C.  pp.  268-9,  §§  1-4 ;  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat.  N.  J.  p.  210,  {}  10-13;  Va.  Code, 
1849,  pp.  474-5,  J}  4-6;  1  Rev.  St.  Ind.  1852,  pp.  254-5,  {{  36-42 ;  2  Comp.  Laws 
Mich.  p.  853,  JJ  14-20;  Del  Rev.  Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  JJ  3,  4;  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p. 
470,  {{  9-13;  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  J§  9-13  ;  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383, 
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dower  was  limited  to  women  who  had  not,  before  marriage,  been 
^'  estated  by  way  of  jointure,  in  some  houses,  lands,  tenements,  of 
other  hereditaments  for  term  of  life."^  Similar  language  was 
employed  in  the  Connecticut  statute  of  1672,^  and  in  the  Vermont 
Act  of  J799.'  The  Delaware  statute  of  1683,* gives  dower,  ''unless 
it  appear  that  an  equal  provision  be  made  elsewhere."  By  the 
Act  of  1697,^  of  the  same  State,  the  widow  has  dower  ^'  except 
where  due  and  equitable  provision  hath  been  made  before."  The 
English  statute  was  in  substance  re-enacted  in  South  Carolina 
in  171V  in  Virginia  in  1785,''  in  New  York  in  1787,^  and  in  Ken- 
tucky  in  1796.^  The  modifications  introduced  in  some  of  the  States 
will  be  noticed  as  we  proceed. 

Requisites  of  a  legal  jointure. 

6.  In  giving  a  construction  to  the  statute,  courts  of  law,  having 
reference  to  the  widow's  title  to  dower,  in  lieu  of  which  jointures 
were  substituted,  have  required  the  jointure,  as  to  time  of  com- 
mencement, certainty,  interest,  &c.,  to  be  as  beneficial  tq  the  widow 
as  her  dower.  If  this  object  be  effected,  it  is  immaterial  in  what 
manner  the  estate  is  limited  to  the  wife ;  for  although  the  statute 
expressly  mentions  these  five  forms  of  limitations  only, — Ist,  limi- 
tations to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  husband ; 

2  21 ;  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.  pp.  412-13,  {§  5-11 ;  Rot.  SUt.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  {  21-23  ; 
Rer.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  pp.  547-8,  §§  14-20;  Stat.  Mian.  1858,  p.  409,  {{  14-20;  1 
Stat.  III.  1858,  p.  152,  |2  7-11;  1  Swan  ft  Critchf.  Her.  Stat.  Ohio,  pp.  518-19, 
22  2-5  :  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ey.  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  }§  7,  8  ;  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  542, 
{{9-14;  1  Rev.  Stat.  MIbso.  1855,  pp.  671-2,  {{  17-19;  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,^ 
p.  480,  ii  12-14 ;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {2  14-20. 
1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  2  6-    See  Hastings  v,  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153. 

*  Stat.  Conn.  Rev.  1796,  p.  146;  Rev.  1808,  p.  239,  and  note;  Rev.  1821,  p.  180, 
and  note.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  2  8. 

*  Yerm.  State  Papers,  360  ;  ante,  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  2  22. 

«  1  Laws  Del.  App.  p.  16,  2  109.  ^  Ibid.  p.  24,  2  4. 

«  2  Stat.  S.  C.  pp.  468-9,  21  ^9 ;  1  Brev.  Dig.  tit  67,  22  1-4. 

f  12  Hen.  Stat.  pp.  164-5,  22  ^8.  By  an  earlier  law,  it  was  provided,  '^  That  if 
any  widow  shall  have  such  a  jointare  settled  on  her  in  the  lifetime  of  her  hnsband, 
as  by  law  doth  bar  her  of  her  dower,  she  shall  not  hold  possession  of  any  houses  or 
messuages  of  her  said  deceased  husband,  other  than  what  shall  be  so  settled  on  her." 
Statutes  of  1705,  ch.  33,  2  9 ;  3  Hen.  Stat  448.  Re-enacted  Oct  1748,  ch.  3,  2  15. 
5  Hen.  Stat  448. 

»  1  N.  Y.  Rev.  Laws,  (1813),  p.  58,  2  8. 

»  1  Stat.  Ky.  (ed.  1822),  p.  444,  22  ^-^ ;  1  Stat  Law  Ky.  (ed.,  1834),  pp.  575-6, 
22  6-8.  • 
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2d,  to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  ; 
8d,  to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  one  of 
them ;  4th,  to  the  husband  and  wife  for  their  lives ;  5th,  to  the 
husband  and  wife  for  the  life  of  the  wife ;  yet  these  particulars  are 
only  expressed  as  examples,  and  not  in  exclusion  of  other  cases 
which  may  fall  within  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  Act.^  These 
observations  will  be  illustrated  from  the  consideration  of  what  have, 
and  what  have  not  been  determined  to  be  valid  jointures  at  law. 

The  provision  mtist  eonnst  of  an  estate  or  interest  in  lafid. 

7.  Under  the  statute  of  Henry  VIIL,  a  provision  for  a  jointure 
must  consist  either  of  an  estate  in  land,  or  of  some  interest  collateral 
to  and  issuing  out  of  land ;  as  a  rent  already  subsisting,  or  a  rent 
created  de  novo  for  the  purpose.^  Thus,  an  annuity  settled  upon 
a  wife,  does  not  bar  dower  at  law  f  nor  can  a  legal  jointure  be 
composed  partly  of  a  freehold  and  partly  of  an  annuity  not  secured 
on  real  estate/  In  Virginia,  before  the  present  statute,  a  marriage 
settlement  of  land  and  slaves  for  the  wife's  jointure,  *Mn  full  satis- 
faction of  her  dower  or  thirds  in  any  lands  and  tenements  whereof 
the  husband  should,  at  any  time  during  his  life,  be  seissed  of  any 
estate  of  inheritance,"  was  held  not  to  bar  dower  in  the  husband's 
slaves,  though  made  prior  to  the  Act  of  1792,  declaring  slaves 
personal  property.^  In  another  case  in  the  same  State,  it  was 
determined,  that  if  personal  property  and  real  estate  be  given  to 
the  wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  she  enter  upon  the  real  estate,  this 
is  sufficient  to  manifest  her  election  to  take  the  jointure,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  that  she  received  the  personal  property  also.^ 

8.  In  equity,  as  we  shall  presently  see,^  the  strict  rules  of  law 
in  this  particular,  are  materially  modified ;  and  in  several  of  the 
States   the   distinction  between  legal  and   equitable  jointure  is 

1  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  435,  pi.  4 ;  Ytrnon's  case,  4  Co.  2  a. ;  McGartee  v.  TeUer,  2 
Paige,  511 ;  s.  c.  8  Wend.  267  ;  HaBtingsv.  DickiDBon,  7  Mass.  153 ;  Gibson  v.  Gib- 
son, 15  Mass.  106;  Vance  v.  Vance,  8  Shepl.  364  ;  Shaw  o.  Boyd,  5  S.  &  R.  309 ; 
Sheldon  v.  Bliss,  4  Seld.  31 ;  Bubier  v.  Roberts,  49  Maine,  460 ;  BaU  v.  Ball,  3  Mnnf. 
279 ;  Gelzer  v.  Gelzer,  1  Bail.  Eq.  387 ;  Whitehead  v,  Middleton,  2  How.  (Missis.) 
692  ;  Gould  v.  Womack,  2  Ala.  83. 

s  3  Prest.  Abstr.  376.    See  Gelzer  v,  Gelzer,  1  BaU.  Eq.  387. 

'  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153 ;  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  15  Mass.  106. 

4  Vance  v,  Vance,  21  Maine,  364.  >  BaU  v.  Ball,  3  Manf.  279. 

*  Ambler  v.  Norton,  4  Hen.  k  Manf.  23.  See  Jjawrence  o.  Lawrence,  2  Yem.  365. 

'  Post,  il  34-36. 
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abolished.  This  is  the  case  in  New  York/  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^ 
Connecticut/  Missouri/  Virginia/  Indiana/  Wisconsin/  Minnesota/ 
Oregon/®  Michigan/^  Kansas/^  Vermont,^  Kentucky/*  Arkansas/* 
and  Rhode  Island.^^ 

It  mtiit  take  effect  in  possession  or  profit  immediately  on  the  death 

of  the  husband?'' 

9.  According  to  this  rule,  if  an  estate  for  life  be  limited  to  A. 
after  the  husband's  death,  and  then  in  jointure  to  the  wife  for  life; 
or  if  the  limitation  be  to  A.  for  a  term  of  years  after  the  decease 
of  the  husband,  with  remainder  to  the  widow  for  life,  in  satisfaction 
of  her  dower,  by  way  of  jointure ;  or  if  the  remainder  for  life, 
limited  to  the  wife  for  her  jointure,  be  expectant  upon  an  estate 
tail  in  her  husband,  these  will  not  be  good  jointures  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  which  did  not  intend  to  place  widows  in  a 
worse  situation,  in  respect  of  those  provisions,  than  they  would 
have  been  in  regardto  their  dower;  and  the  death  of  A.,  or  the 
expiration  of  the  term,  or  the  husband's  death  without  issue,  will 
not  cure  the  original  defects.^^ 

I  1  Rey.  Stat  N.  Y.  741,  {{  9-12;  Lalor,  Real  EsUte,  pp.  272-3,  changing  the 
rule  established  bj  the  Act  of  1787.  See  Sheldon  o.  Bliss,  4  Seld.  31 ;  Crain  v,  Garana, 
36  Barb.  410 ;  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511. 

s  Rev.  Stat.  Mass.  1836,  ch.  60,  22  8,  9;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  90,  {{  9,  10 ;  Vin- 
cent V.  Spooner,  2  Cash.  467. 

*  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1841,  ch.  95,  {  11 ;  Rev.  Stat  1857,  ch.  103,  {  10 ;  Babier  v, 
Roberts,  49  Maine,  460. 

*  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21 ;  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  8  Conn.  79 ;  4  Kent,  8th 
ed.,  56,  note. 

»  1  Rey.  Stat  Miaso.  1855,  ch.  56,  ]  17. 

•  Code  Ya.  1849,  ch.  110,  H  4,  5,  modifying  Rey.  Code  1819,  ch.  107,  {{  11,  12  ; 
Craig  V.  Walthall,  14  Gratt  518. 

T  1  Rey.  Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  {  36.        "  Rey.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  16. 

•  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {16.  ^  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {  16. 

^1  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  {  16.         "  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  12. 

^  Gen.  Stat  Yerm.  p.  412,  {5.  i«  2  Rey.  Stat  Ky.  by  SUnton,  p.  26,  {  7. 

i&Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {  11.         m  Rey.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  i  21. 

»  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21 ;  Rey.  Sut  R.  1.  1857,  p.  606,  }  21 ;  Del.  Rey. 
Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  2  3 ;  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  2  14  ;  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat  N.  J. 
p.  210,  2  ^0 ;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  2  14  ,*  Rey.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  2  14  ; 
Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  2  14;  Rey.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  I  9]  I  Rey.  Stat 
Ohio,  p.  518,  2  2 ;  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  470,  2  9 ;  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  430, 
212;  1  Rey.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  {  17  ;  Gen.  Stat  Yerm.  p.  412,  l^\  I  Rey. 
Stat  Ind.  p.  254,  2  38. 

M  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  464 ;  Co.  Litt  36  b. ;  Yemen's  case,  4  Co.  2  a. ;  Hob.  151 ; 
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10.  The  mere  possibility  of  the  jointure  taking  effect  upon  the 
husband's  death,  is  insufficient ;  it  must  be  so  limited  as  to  insure 
that  result.  If,  therefore,  the  limitation  were  to  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  such  woman  as  B. 
might  marry,  this  would  not  be  a  good  jointure  upon  the  wife  of 
B.,  because  it  is  subject  to  the  contingency  of  A.  dying  before  B., 
which  event  not  happening,  the  widow  of  B.  would  be  unprovided 
for  from  the  death  of  her  husband  so  long  as  A.  lived.^ 

11.  It  is  obvious  that  if  jointures  of  the  character  above  stated 
had  been  established  under  the  statute,  widows  might  have  been 
deprived  of  their  dower  without  deriving  any  benefit  from  the  pro- 
vision substituted  in  its  place,  which  would  have  been  contrary  to 
the  intention  of  the  statute.  But  a  mesne  estate  intervening  between 
the  estate  for  life  of  the  husband  and  the  remainder  to  the  widow 
for  her  life  as  a  jointure  will  not  prejudice  the  settlement,  if  such 
mesne  estate  be  concurrent  with  the  husband's,  and  can  not  exceed 
it,  and  in  that  event,  the  interest  limited  to  the  widow  will  be  a 
good  jointure  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute.  Thus, 
if  the  limitation  were  to  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use 
of  trustees  during  the  husband's  life,  to  preserve  contingent  uses, 
with  remainder  to  the  wife  for  life  in  jointure,  such  a  provision 
would  be  a  valid  jointure.* 

12.  The  rule  under  consideration  is  to  be  understood  as  applying 
to  the  mode  in  which  the  jointure  is  to  be  limited.  It  seems  that  a 
jointure  will  not  be  rendered  void  by  an  uncertainty  as  to  its  taking 
effect  in  possession,  arising  from  the  title  to  the  property  settled 

being  defective.* 

• 
Tlie  estate  limited  must  not  be  for  a  less  term  than  the  life  of 

the  wife.^ 

13.  Accordingly,  an  estate  settled  upon  the  wife  fwr  aiUre  vie. 

Wood  V.  Sbarley,  Gro.  Jac.  489 ;  Hut.  51 ;  Winch,  33  ;  Gilb.  UBes,  148 ;  McGarle« 
V.  Teller,  2  Paige,  611 ;  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  *l  Mass.  153 ;  Gibson  t>.  Gibson,  15 
Mass.  106;  Vance  v.  Vance,  8  Shepl.  364;  Gelzer  v,  Gelzer,  1  Bail.  Eq.  387;  Grain 
V.  Garana,  36  Barb.  410. 

^  1  Sid.  3,  4 ;  Winch,  33 ;  Garuthers  t;.  Garathers,  4  Bro.  G.  G.  500,  513.  See 
post,  3  12. 

«  1  Koper,  H.  St  W.  465  ;  1  Bright,  H.  ft  W.  436-7. 

s  Gorbet  v.  Gorbet,  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  612 ;  5  Rnss.  254;  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper,  H.  St 
W.  464. 

«  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  470,  {  9 ;  Bey.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  ]  9 ;  Bey.  Stat. 
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or  dariDg  the  liyes  of  three  or  more  persons,^  is  not  a  good  jointure 
within  the  statute ;  because  she  may  survive  all  of  them,  in  which 
event  she  would  be  unprovided  for ;  so  that  this  is  a  case  not  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  Act. 

14.  Mr.  Roper  states  it  as  the  rule  fairly  deducible  from  Vernon's 
case,^  that  if  the  continuance  of  the  widow's  estate  be  made  to  depend 
upon  herself,  viz. :  her  remaining  single,  or  her  performance  or 
non-performance  of  certain  conditions,  such  a  qualified  or  con- 
ditional freehold  will  be  a  good,  legal  jointure,  and  bar  her  of  her 
dower,  whether  she  determine  her  estate  or  not ;  for  the  jointure, 
in  its  creation,  being  a  freehold,  and  which  might  continue  for  her 
life,  is  within  the  letter  and  the  intention  of  the  statute ;  and  the 
circumstance  of  its  being  made  defeasible  at  the  election  of  the 
widow,  does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  Act.' 

15.  In  commenting  upon  the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Roper,  in  support 
of  this  position,  Mr.  Jacob  says  :*  "  It  is  doubtful  whether  it  was 
intended  to  be  decided  that  an  estate  thus  qualified  would  universally 
constitute  a  good  legal  jointure.  The  case  related  to  a  jointure  made 
after  marriage,  and  the  chief  reason  given  for  the  decision  was, 
that  the  widow  had  accepted  it,  and  that  if  the  condition  had  been 
unreasonable,  she  might  have  waived  it ;  and  it  does  net  seem  to 
have  been  thought  that  a  jointure  subject  to  a  condition  would  be 
good  unless  accepted.^  This  reasoning  does  not  apply  to  antenuptial 
jointures,  which  are  not  waivable,  and  do  not  derive  their  effect 
from  the  acceptance  of  the  widow.  The  ninth  section  of  the  statute, 
which  applies  to  jointures  made  after  marriage,^  may  admit  of  a 
larger  construction  than  the  sixth,  with  reference  to  the  nature  of 
the  estate  to  be  limited  to  the  wife ;  it  speaks  of  lands  assured  to 
the  wife  *for  the  term  of  her  life,  or  otherwise^  in  jointure.*     One 


Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  14;  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  14;  1  Brev.  Stat.  S.  G.  p.  268, 
2  1 ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  518,  {  2 ;  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat.  N.  J.  p.  210,  ]  10 ;  2  Comp. 
Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  {  14;  Del.  Rev.  Code  1852,  ch.  87,  {  3  ;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p. 
407,  i  14 ;  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21 ;  Rer.  Stat  R.  1. 185*^,  p.  506,  i  21  ;  Comp. 
Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  2  12 ;  1  Rey.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  J  17.  In  Indiana, 
the  jointure,  if  contisting  of  lands,  must  not  be  less  than  a  freehold  estate.  1  Rev. 
Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  2  38.  The  statutes  of  several  of  the  States  are  silent  upon 
this  point  This  is  the  case  in  Virginia,  Kentacky,  Arkansas,  Illinois,  New  York, 
Maryland,  and  Yermont 

*  Vernon's  case,  4  Go.  2  b. ;  Co.  Litt.  36  b.        •  Vernon's  case,  tupra, 
»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  467.  *  Ibid.  467,  note. 

•  See  Cro.  Ellz.  452 ;  Gitb.  Uses,  148.  *  See  post,  2  26. 
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of  the  reasons  for  the  decision  in  Vernon's  case  was,  that  the  join- 
ture in  question  came  within  these  words."^ 

16.  In  McCartee  v.  Teller,*  Walworth,  Chancellor,  expressed 
substantially  the  same  views ;'  but  in  the  court  of  errors,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Nelson  insisted  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  that  an  estate  during 
widowhood  settled  upon  the  wife  before  marriage,  comes  within  the 
statute  concerning  jointures,  and  is  a  legal  bar  of  dower  whether 
afterwards  accepted  by  her  or  not.^ 

17.  If  the  estate  settled  in  jointure  be  of  a  nature  less  than  free- 
hold, as  of  a  term  for  years,  then,  although  the  term  from  its  length 
must  necessarily  exceed  the  life  of  the  widow,  it  will  not  be  a  legal 
jointure  within  tlie  provisions  of  the  statute,  because  it  is  but  a 
chattel  interest,  and  less  in  the  eye  of  the  law  than  a  freehold  for 
the  wife's  life.* 

The  estate  mu%t  he  limtted  to  the  wife  herself  and  not  to  another  in 

trust  for  her. 

18.  The  statute  of  Henry  YIII.,  as  we  have  noticed,*  had  in 
contemplation  such  jointures  only,  as  were  limited  to  the  wife's 
use ;  so  that  where  the  use,  instead  of  being  limited  to  the  wife,  is 
limited  to  a  stranger  in  trust  for  her,  the  jointure  is  not  a  legal 
jointure,  either  within  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  Act.  And  although 
the  jointure  be  expressed  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  and  the 
widow  accept  it,  yet  neither  of  these  circumstances  will  give  it 
validity  at  law.^  A  trust  estate,  however,  is  good  as  an  equitable 
jointure.* 

But  it  may  be  limited  to  the  husband  and  wife  jointly  in  fee. 

19.  If  the  estate  be  limited  to  the  husband  and  wife  in  fee  simple, 

1  Djer,  317  b.;  4  Co.  3  a. 

*  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  611,  560.  See,  also,  Clancy,  Rights  of  Women,  209; 
Carutben  v,  Carathers,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  500 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  262,  pi.  6. 

s  To  the  same  effect,  4  Kent,  55,  56. 

^  McCartee  v.  Teller,  8  Wend.  267.  Upon  the  subject  of  devises  during  widow- 
hood in  lien  of  dower,  see  post,  ch.  xyi. 

B  Co.  Litt.  36  b. ;  Qelzer  o.  Gelzer,  1  BaiL  Eq.  387. 

«  Ante,  {  4. 

T  Co.  Litt.  36  b.  j  Hervej  v.  E^rvej,  1  Atk.  561 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  474. 

>  Post,  2  33  e<  seq.  In  several  of  the  United  States,  a  jointure  bj  conveyance  to 
another  in  trust  for  the  wife,  is  made  good  by  statute.  1  Rev.  Stat  N.  T.  741,  {  9  ; 
1  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  {  36;  1  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  152,  {  7  ;  Dig.  Sut  Ark. 
1868,  p.  452,  2  9. 
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it  ivill  be  a  good  jointure,  although  the  limitation  be  not  one  of 
those  mentioned  in  the  statute  ;^  because  such  a  provision  is  within 
^  its  intention ;  for  if  she  be  the  survivor,  then  she  will  have  a  larger 
interest  than  if  the  estate  had  been  merely  limited  to  her  for  life 
after  her  husband*s  death ;  and  if  she  die  before  him,  there  is  no 
occasion  for  the  provision. 

20.  Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Roper,  remarks :'  ^^  It  has,  indeed, 
been  said,  that  if  the  limitation  were  to  the  husband  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  wife  and  A.  for  their  lives,  that  would  not  be  a 
good  jointure,'  because  the  settlement,  not  being  to  the  wife  alone, 
it  is  not  a  case  mentioned  in  the  statute.^  But  such  a  decision  does 
not  appear  satisfactory,  since  the  widow  has  a  freehold  interest  for 
her  life  to  commence  in  certainty  in  possession  and  profit,  imme- 
diately upon  her  husband's  death,  with  a  contingency  in  the  event 
of  her  surviving  A.  of  becoming  beneficially  possessed  of  the 
whole  estate ;  so  that  this  provision  may  be  greatly  to  the  widow's 
advantage.  And  with  respect  to  the  case  not  being  mentioned  in 
the  statute,  it  has  been  before  observed,  that  the  Act  extends  to 
cases  not  enumerated  in  it.  For  these  reasons,  it  is  presumed  that 
such  a  provision  would  be  a  good  jointure,  notwithstanding  the 
decision  in  Winch,  referred  to  in  support  of  the  contrary  opinion, 
for  that  case  appears  to  have  been  decided  upon  the  principle,  that 
the  jointure  might  not  have  commenced  at  the  husband's  death, 
since  his  father,  the  settlor,  who  reserved  to  himself  an  estate  for 
life,  might  have  survived  his  son." 

It  mtist  be  made  in  satisfaction  of  the  dower j  and  should  so  appear 

in  the  deed. 

21.  It  was  held  in  Vernon's  case,^  and  in  Tracy  v.  Ivies,'  that 
if  the  provision  made  for  the  wife  by  her  husband  was  not  expressed 
in  the  deed  to  be  a  jointure  or  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower,  that 
circumstance  might  be  shown  by  an  averment  supported  by  parol 
evidence ;  and  the  same  doctrine  was  entertained  in  an  anonymous 
case  in  Owen,^  in  Yillers  t^.  Beamont,^  and  in  other  authorities. 
But  Mr.  Roper  considers  that  these  cases,  so  far  as  they  relate  to 

1  Dennis's  cose,  Dyer,  248  a. ;  Vernon's  case,  4  Go.  3  b. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  466 ;  3  Presi.  Abstr  376. 

»  Winch,  33.  *  3  Bac.  Ab.  "  Jointure,"  (B),  713. 

*  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  1.  •  Tracy  v.  Ivies,  1  Leon.  311. 

f  Owen,  33.  *  Yillers  v.  Beamont,  Dyer,  146  a.,  pi.  68. 
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this  matter,  are  superseded  by  the  statute  of  frauds/  which  declares 
that  no  estates  or  interests  of  freehold,.  &c.,  shall  be  surrendered, 
&c.,  unless  by  deed  or  note  in  writing,  &c.  "  If  then,"  he  observes, 
'*  oral  testimony  were  admissible  to  add  to  the  instrument  by  such 
evidence  what  is  not  expressed  in  it,  viz. :  that  the  provision  for 
the  wife  Tvas  intended  as  a  jointure,  the  effect  would  be  to  allow  the 
surrender  of  her  freehold  title  to  dower  by  parol,  when  the  statute 
requires  such  surrender  to  be  made  in  writing."*  Upon  this  point 
he  cites  as  authority  the  case  of  Tinney  t^.  Tinney,'  which  occurred 
subsequently  to  the  statute  of  frauds.  In  that  case  a  bill  was 
brought  for  dower  against  the  heir,  who  insisted  that  the  husband 
had  given  a  bond  in  trust  to  secure  to  his  wife,  the  plaintiff,  4002. 
in  case  she  survived  him ;  the  heir  also  alleged  that  this  provision 
was,  at  the  time  it  was  made,  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  and 
that  the  wife  acknowledged  it  to  be  so,  which  he  offered  to  prove. 
But  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  that  this  parol  evidence  could 
not  be  received,  since  it  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  per- 
juries ;  and  he  said  that  a  general  provision  for  a  wife  was  not  a 
bar  of  dower  unless  it  was  expressed  to  be  so.*  Mr.  Cruise,  how- 
ever, appears  to  be  of  opinion,  that  an  averment  may  in  this  case 
be  made  since  the  statute.^ 

22.  It  is  sufficient,  however,  if  the  intention  that  a  provision  for 
the  wife  shall  be  in  bar  of  dower,  appear  by  necessary  implication 
from  the  contents  of  the  instrument,^  or  if  it  can  be  fairly  collected 
from  the  circumstances.^ 

23.  It  is  further  requisite  that  the  deed  should  not  leave  it  a 
matter  of  doubt  as  to  the  part  or  proportion  of  the  dower  to  which 
the  jointure  was  intended  to  apply,  when  it  was  not  meant  to  be  in 
satisfaction  of  the  whole.   If,  therefore,  the  settlement  mention  the 


»  29  Car.  II.,  ch.  3.  »  I  Roper,  fl.  &  W.  i7I. 

*  Tinney  v.  Tinney,  3  Atk.  8. 

*  S.  P.  Ctiarles  v.  Andrews,  9  Mod  152.  And  see  the  remarks  of  Lord  Chancellor 
King  in  Vizard  v.  Longdale,  Relynge's  Ch.  Cas.  17,  cited  in  13  Eng.  Law  k  Rq.  408, 
note;  2  Bl.  Com.  131,  note. 

(^  I  Greenl.  Cruise,  *191,  2{  17-20.  See,  also,  4  Co.  3  a.,  note  (▲  1)  ;  Finch  v. 
Finch,  10  Ohio  St.  501. 

*  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper,  H.  i^  W.  471.  See  Camthers  o.  Carnthers,  4  Bro.  C.  C. 
500  ;  Garthshore  v.  Chalie,  10  Yes.  Jr.  1,  30  ;  Worsley  v.  Worsley,  16  B.  Mon.  469  ; 
Tevis  V.  McCreary,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  R.  151. 

T  Walker  v.  Walker,  1  Ves.  Sen.  54;  Belt's  Supp.  43,  and  cases  there  cited.  See 
2  Eden,  60;  2  Bl  Com.  138,  note;  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  *192,  note. 
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provision  to  be  made  in  lien  of  part  of  the  dower  only,  this  will  not 
be  a  jointure  within  the  statute,  because  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain 
what  part  or  proportion  of  the  dower  the  jointure  was  intended  to 
satisfy.^  Upon  this  subject,  we  find  the  following  case  proposed  in 
the  fourth  report  :^  If  lands  be  conveyed  to  a  woman  before  mar- 
riage for  part  of  her  jointure,  and  more  land  is  conveyed  to  her 
after  marriage  for  her  full  jointure,  and  in  satisfaction  of  her  whole 
dower,  and  then  the  husband  die ;  if  the  widow  waive  the  land  con- 
veyed to  her  use  after  her  marriage,  she  shall  have  the  lands  which 
were  conveyed  to  her  before  the  marriage  in  part  of  her  jointure, 
and  also  her  dower  in  the  residue  of  the  estate  ;  because  the  con- 
veyance in  part  of  jointure  was  no  bar  to  dower,  from  the  uncertainty 
of  the  expression,  and  the  impracticability  of  its  application.' 

24.  But  it  is  presumed  that  the  husband  may,  previously  to  the 
marriage,  purchase  by  a  jointure,  his  wife's  dower  in  particular 
parts  of  his  estate,  if  the  lands  are  clearly  ascertained  in  the  deed  ; 
for  the  statute  does  not  forbid  this,  but  on  the  contrary,  virtually 
includes  it,  by  giving  the  power  to  prevent  by  a  jointure  the  wife's 
right  to  4ower  in  the  whole  of  his  lands  ;  and  the  general  maxim 
applies  to  the  case,  viz. :  Omne  majtis  in  se  continet  minua^ 

25.  In  New  York,'  in  Missouri,^  and  in  Kentucky,^  it  has  been 
held,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr.  Roper,^  that  a 
jointure  to  the  wife,  unless  it  appear  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower, 
will  not  bar  that  right.  Substantially  the  same  ruling  has  been 
made  in  Maine,  the  court  declaring  it  to  be  ^'  quite  certain  that 
nothing  less  than  a  direct  and  explicit  declaration,  or  its  equivalent, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery,  made  to  the  wife,  that 
the  deed  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  or  that  it  was  delivered 
on  condition  that,  if  received  and  retained,  it  should  be  a  bar  of  her 
dower,  could  have  that  effect."*  In  an  early  Virginia  case,*®  the 
court,  in  giving  a  construction  to  the  Act  of  1794,**  decided  that 

I  Go.  Liu.  36  b. ;  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  3  a. 

*  Vernon's  case,  4  Co.  3  a.  *  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  473. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  473.  «  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Ch.  482. 

*  Perry  v.  Ferryman,  19  Misso.  469. 

f  Woraley  v.  Worsley,  16  B.  Mon.  455,  469 ;  Taney  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  408. 
8  Ante,  {21. 

*  Bnbier  v,  Roberts,  49  Maine,  460.    See,  also,  Green  v,  Forter,  7  Forter  (Ala.), 
.19;  Liles  v.  Fleming,  1  Dev.  Eq.  185. 

i«  Ambler  v.  Norton,  4  Hen.  k  M.  23. 

II  Stat  1794,  ch.  94,  {  11  ,•  1  Rer.  Code,  p.  171,  {  11.    This  Act  provided,  *<  That 
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any  estate  conveyed  as  a  jointure,  in  Hqu  of  dower,  though  not  so 
expressed,  may  be  averred  to  have  been  so  intended,  and  that  parol 
or  other  evidence,  outside  of  the  deed,  is  admissible  to  show  the 
relative  situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  tes- 
tator, from  which  such  intention  may  be  inferred.  By  statutes  in 
force  in  Connecticut,^  Vermont,'  Missouri,'  and  Kansas,^  it  is 
required  that  the  jointure  shall  be  expressed  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower. 

• 

A  jointure  to  be  a  complete  bar  mtist  be  made  before  the  marriage. 

26.  The  statute  of  Henry  VIII.,  contains  a  proviso  reserving  to 
the  widow  a  right  of  election  between  the  jointure  and  her  dower, 
when  the  provision  is  made  after  the  marriage.^  Still,  if  made  after 
the  marriage,  it  will  be  a  jointure  within  the  statute  if  it  conform 
thereto  ;^  but  it  is  voidable  by  the  widow  after  her  husband's  death, 
at  her  election.^  If,  therefore,  she  enter  upon  the  lands  so  settled, 
and  receive  the  rents,  that  will  be  a  confirmation  of  the  jointure, 
and  a  bar  of  dower,*  And  if  she,  by  a  writ  of  dower,  waive  her 
jointure,  she  will,  at  law,  be  confined  to  her  dower,  and  not  be 
permitted  to  claim  both  dower  and  jointure.* 

27.  The  foregoing  provision  of  the  English  statute  has  been 
generally  adopted  in  the  United  States,  and  where  the  settlement 
was  made  during  the  coverture,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  elect  between 
the  jointure  and  her  dower.^^  In  a  number  of  the  States  it  is  pro- 
*  ■    —  — 

if  any  estate  be  convejed  by  deed  or  will,  either  expressly  or  by  avermmi,  for  the 
jointure  of  the  wife  in  liea  of  dower,  to  take  effect  and  continue  as  in  the  Act  is 
expressed,  such  conveyance  shall  bar  her  dower,"  kc.  The  present  statute  does  not 
contain  the  clause  upon  which  the  court  proceeded  in  the  case  cited.  Code  Va. 
1849,  p.  474,  {  4. 

1  Sut  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21.  <  Oen.  Stat.  Verm.  p.  412,  {  6. 

s  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  {  17. 

*  Gomp.  Stat.  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  12. 

«  27  Hen.  YIIL,  ch.  10,  {  9 ;  Go.  Litt.  36  b. 

*  Vernon's  case,  4  Go.  4  a.  ^  Go.  Litt.  36  b. 

B  3  Go.  26  a.,  26  b. ;  3  Leon.  271 ;  Dyer,  220  a. ;  Vernon's  case,  4  Go.  4  a. ;  Ambler 
V.  Norton,  4  Hen.  k  M.  23.    See  Evans  v.  Evans,  3  Yeates,  607. 

*  Sharp  V.  Purslow,  cited  4  Go.  4  b.,  and  5  a. ;  Gosling  v,  Warbnrton,  Gro.  Eliz. 
128  ;  Tracy  v.  Ivies,  1  Leon.  311 ;  McGartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  556  ;  B.  o.  8  Wend. 
267  ;  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  469. 

10  Oen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  470,  {  11 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {  II ;  Rev.  Stat 
Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  17 ;  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  17 ;  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  152,  {  9 ; 
1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  518,  {  2  ;  1  Rev.  Stat  N.  Y.  p.  741,  {  1^  >  ^  ^▼^  ^^^  ^^^'  P- 
254,  2  40 )  1  Brev.  Dig.  Stot  S.  G.  p.  269,  {  4|  2  Rev.  Stat  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  26, 
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vided  that  Bhe  shall  be  deemed  to  have  elected  to  take  the  jointnre, 
miless,  within  a  specified  time  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  or 
the  grant  of  letters  upon  his  estate,  she  shall  enter  on  the  lands  to 
be  assigned  for  her  dower,  or  institute  proceedings  for  the  recovery 
thereof.*  In  Massachusetts,'  Maine,*  Kentucky,*  and  Vermont,* 
the  widow  is  barred  of  her  dower,  unless  she  waive  her  jointure 
within  the  time  limited.  And  in  all  these  States  except  Massachusetts, 
her  election  must  be  made  in  writing.  The  law  is  the  same  in  Rhode 
Island/  and  in  Illinois.^ 

Not  neee%Bary  that  the  estate  limited  be  immediately  derived  from 

the  hmband.^ 

28.  The  letter  of  the  statute  of  Henry  YIII.,  is  confined  to 
jointures  made  by  the  husband ;  but  as  already  stated,  its  pro- 
visions have  been  liberally  construed  ;  and  a  jointure  settled  upon 
the  wife  by  the  father  of  the  husband,  or  through  the  medium  of 
trustees,  is  considered  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.^ 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  rule  as  to  the  amount  of  a  jointure, 

29.  According  to  a  literal  construction  of  the  Act,  the  right  to 
dower  is  barred,  however  inadequate  the  settlement  may  be.  Hence 
Lord  Northington,  says :  ^'  The  estate  which  is  to  bar  dower  is  of 
no  defined  value  by  the  statute,  and  if  it  be  made  up  of  the  qualities 
and  accidents  specified,  it  is  a  legal  bar,  and  every  court  of  law  is 

{  Y ;  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {  11 ;  Del.  Rev.  Code  1852,  ch.  87,  {  3;  Stat. 
Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  2  14  ;  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  i  21 ;  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p. 
506,  i  21  ;  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  412,  i  5;  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat  N.  J.  p.  210,  2  12;  2 
Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  J  17 ;  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  474,  {  5;  Comp.  Laws  Kansas, 
1862,  p.  480,  2  13  ;  1  Rev.  Code  Misso.  1855,  p.  672,  2  18. 

1  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  T.  p.  742,  2  14 ;  1  ^V-  Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  2  40  ;  1  Stat.  lU. 
1858,  p.  152,  2  11 ;  Rev.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  2  19  >  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  409, 
2  19 ;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  2  19 ;  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  2  21 ;  Stat 
Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  2  19 ;  Dig-  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  2  14. 

>  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  470,  211.  '  Re^.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  p.  606,  2  H. 
«  2  Rev.  Stat  Kv.  by  SUnton,  p.  26,  2  7. 

s  Gen.  Stat  Venn.  p.  412,  2  6.  •  Rev.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  2  21. 

f  I  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  152,  2  11. 

B  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  2  21 ;  Gen.  Stat  Term.  p.  412,  25;  Comp.  Laws  Kan- 
sas, 1862,  p.  480,  2  12  ;  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  2  17. 

>  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  475 ;  Anon.  Moor,  p.  28,  pi.  91 ;  Ibid.  p.  93,  pi.  231 ;  Ashton's 
rase,  Djer,  228  a.,  pi.  46;  3  Prest  Abstr.  376. 
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bound  to  accept  it  as  such."^  Lord  Coke,  though  he  describes  a 
jointure  as  a  competent  livelihood,'  &c.,  does  not  mention  adequacy 
of  amount  in  his  enumeration  of  the  points  to  be  observed  in  making 
a  perfect  jointure  within  the  statute,  and  does  not  allude  to  any 
criterion  by  which  its  competency  is  to  be  ascertained.  It  seems 
to  be  clear,  that  if  the  settlement  be  made  before  marriage  with  the 
consent  of  the  wife,  or  if,  being  made  during  the  coverture,  it  is 
afterwards  accepted  by  her,  it  can  not  be  objected  to  on  the  ground 
of  inadequacy.  The  amount  of  the  jointure  will  not,  therefore,  be 
material  to  its  legal  effect,  except  in  cases  where  the  wife  was  an 
infant  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,'  or  where  the  jointure  was  made 
before  marriage  without  her  assent.^  Nor  is  it  essential  to  the 
validity  of  a  jointure,  that  it  should  be  exempt  from  incumbrance,* 
as  the  widow,  if  evicted,  has  a  right  to  claim  her  dower.* 

Assent  of  the  wife  to  the  jointure. 

30.  We  have  seen  that  a  jointure  settled  after  the  marriage  may 
be  avoided  at  the  election  of  the  wife  f  but  under  the  statute  of 
^  Henry  YIII.,  a  jointure  made  before  the  marriage  is  binding  on 
the  wife  without  her  assent.^  In  commenting  upon  the  case  of 
Drury  v,  Drury,*  in  which  the  principal  question  was  whether  an 
infant  may  be  barred  of  dower  by  a  jointure  settled  before  mar- 
riage, Mr.  Jacob  says  :^®  "The  argument  on  this  point  ultimately 
depended,  in  a  great  measure,  upon  the  question  whether  the 
agreement  of  the  wife  to  a  legal  jointure  made  before  marriage, 
was  necessary  to  make  it  binding  upon  her  under  the  statute.  It 
is  not  required  that  the  wife  should  concur  in  the  settlement  by 
which  the  jointure  is  made,  and  it  is  not  in  terms  required  that  she 
should  assent  to  it.  But  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  as  to 
settlements  made  after  marriage,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  enable  the  husband  by  his  own  act  to  impose  on  the  wife  in  lieu 

1  2  Eden,  57.  «  Co.  Litt.  36  b.,  37  a.  «  See  post,  JJ  72,  78,  79. 

*  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  462.    See  Leyering  v.  Heighe,  2  Md.  Ch.  Dec. 
81  ;  Gould  V.  Womack,  2  Ala.  83 ;  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511 ;  post,  |  55. 
»  Ambler  t».  Norton,  4  Hen.  k  Munf.  23.  •  Post,  {{  75-89. 

7  Ante,  i  26. 

8  4  Bro.  Q.  G.  506,  note ;  2  Eden,  60;  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  *199,  {  37 ;  1  Washb. 
R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  263,  pi.  9. 

»  Drury  v,  Drury,  Wilmot's  Opinions,  177;  8.  c.  3  Bro.  Pari.  Cas.  492. 
»o  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  477. 
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of  her  dower,  any  jointure  which  he  might  think  fit.  The  legisla- 
ture seems  to  have  assamed,  that  all  antenuptial  jointures  must  be 
settled  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  there  seems  some  reason 
for  contending,  that  without  such  agreement  the  jointure  would 
not,  in  strictness,  be  within  the  Act,  as  by  the  common  law  the 
estate  conveyed  to  the  wife  by  way  of  jointure  would  not  be  efiFectu- 
ally  vested  in  her  without  an  actual  or  presumed  acceptance  on  her 
part.  If  it  was  made  with  her  privity,  her  marrying  with  notice 
of  it,  would  of  course  be  an  acceptance  of  the  settlement  and  con- 
clusive evidence  of  her  agreeing  to  it.^  But  if  it  was  made  without 
her  privity  she  had  the  power  of  disagreeing  to  the  estate  conveyed 
to  her,  as  soon  as  she  became  9ui  jurisy  and  was  apprized  of  the 
fact.  Her  disagreement  would  render  the  conveyance  void,  and  it 
would  seem  that  a  jointure  thus  prevented  from  taking  effect,  would 
not  bar  her  right  of  dower  under  the  statute.  It  was,  however, 
determined  that  a  legal  jointure  was  to  be  considered,  not  as  a 
compensation  for  dower  agreed  for  by  the  wife,  but  merely  as  a 
provision  conferred  upon  her,  and  that  it  was  not  founded  on  any 
idea  of  contract ;  and  hence  it  followed  that  in  the  case  of  the  wife 
being  an  infant,  no  objection  arose  from  her  incapacity  to  contract.^ 
Mr.  Justice  Wilmot,  in  his  judgment,  entered  fully  into  the  discus- 
sion of  this  question.  He  observed,  that  the  bar  to  the  right  of 
dower  did  not  arise  from  the  agreement  of  the  woman  to  a  jointure 
made  before  marriage,  but  from  the  energy  and  force  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  substantiating  the  settlement  against  her  for  this  par- 
ticular purpose.'  He  thought  that  the  meaning  of  the  legislature 
with  respect  to  women  then  married,  was  that  those  who  had  settle- 
ments made  before  their  marriages  should  acquiesce  under  those 
settlements,  and  abide  by  the  provisions  thereby  made  for  them, 
whether  they  were  great  or  small,  adequate  or  inadequate,  whether 
they  had  been  made  by  the  agreement  of  themselves  or  their  friends, 
or  had  been  the  mere  spontaneous  act  of  the  husband  or  his  ances- 
tors.* The  objection  that  the  husband  might,  before  marriage, 
settle  an  inadequate  jointure  on  the  wife  without  her  assent  or 
knowledge,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  her  of  dower,  did  not,  as 
he  observed,  apply  to  cases  of  jointures  made  before  the  statute,  as 
a  fraud  of  that  description  could  not  then  have  been  contemplated. 
But  in  cases  subsequent  to  the  statute,  he  thought  that  such  join- 

1  Estcourt  V.  fistcourt,  1  Cox,  20.  '  See  2  Eden,  62,  72. 

•  Wilmot'B  Opinions,  194.  «  Ibid.  202. 
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tures  would  be  void  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  that  the  fraud  might 
be  pleaded  at  law,  and  that  the  fairness  and  competency  would  be 
a  question  to  be  decided  by  a  jury,  taking  into  consideration  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  transaction.  ^A  pocket  jointure/  he 
added,  ^  made  upon  a  woman  without  her  privity,  or  upon  an  infant 
with  her  privity,  but  without  the  interposition  of  parents  or  guar- 
dians, would  be  such  an  evidence  of  fraud  as  would  be  sufficient  to 
condemn  it.'  In  another  case  Lord  Hardwicke  suggested  that 
equity  might  relieve  against  a  jointure  merely  illusory."^ 

81.  In  some  of  the  American  States,  the  English  rule  is  changed 
by  statute.  Thus,  in  New  York,'  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^  Connecti- 
cut,* Delaware,*  Indiana,^  Illinois,^  Arkansas,'  Kentucky,*®  Wis- 
consin,** Minnesota,**  Michigan,**  and  Oregon,**  the  assent  of  the 
wife  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  jointure  ;  the  usual  requirement 
being,  that  such  assent  shall  be  evinced,  if  she  be  of  full  age,  by 
her  becoming  a  party  to  the  conveyance  by  which  it  is  settled  ;  or 
if  she  be  an  infant,  by  her  joining  with  her  father  or  guardian  in 
its  execution.  If,  however,  a  jointure  is  settled  before  marriage 
without  the  assent  of  the  wife,  she  is  required  to  elect  between  the 
jointure  and  her  dower ;  she  can  not  take  both.** 

32.  If  the  articles  making  provision  for  the  wife,  omit  any  of 
the  essential  requisites  of  a  legal  jointure,  she  will  not  be  barred  of 
her  dower  at  law,  even  though  she  has  joined  therein  before  mar- 
riage, and  expressly  covenanted  not  to  claim  dower.**  Such  covenant 


1  3  Atk.  612.  Seo,  also,  Daly  v.  Lynch,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  478,  cd.  Toml.  In  England 
the  proTisions  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  VIII.i  relating  to  jointure,  are  superseded  by  the 
3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  105,  by  which  the  right  of  dower  is  placed  within  the  absolute 
control  of  the  husband.     See  App.  vol.  i. 

s  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  741,  JJ  9-11.  >  Qen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  90,  H  9,  10. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {J  10,  11 ;  Vance  v,  Vance,  21  Maine,  364. 

>  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {21.     See  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  8  Conn.  79. 

•  Del.  Rey.  Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  2  3.  M  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  {  36. 

8  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  152,  H  7,  8.  •  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {29-11. 

WRev.  Stat.  Ky.  1852,  p.  393,  2  7.  "1  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  2  U- 

"Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  2  14.  "  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  2  14. 

i^Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  2  14.  See,  also,  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  2  17, 
and  compare  with  2  I^  j  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  22  ^^f  ^3. 

'^  The  rule  in  regard  to  the  election  in  such  cases  is  the  same  as  where  the  joint- 
ure is  made  during  coverture.     See  ante,  2  27. 

1*  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153  ;  Gibson  v,  Gibson,  15  Mass.  106 ;  Vance  v. 
Vance,  8  Shepl.  364  ;  Blackmon  v,  Blackmon,  16  Ala.  633.  See  Gelzer  v,  QeUer,  1 
Bail.  Eq.  387.    As  to  the  rule  in  equity,  see  post,  22  33-66. 
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can  not  operate  by  way  of  release,  estoppel,  or  rebutter.^  It  is 
suggested^  however,  in  one  case,  that  if  such  an  antenuptial  cove- 
nant be  entered  into,  founded  on  a  valuable  cpnsideration,  and  the 
widow,  notwithstanding,  sue  for,  and  recover  her  dower,  she  will 
be  liable  upon  her  covenant  in  a  sum  in  damages  equal  to  the  value 
of  her  dower.* 

Equitable  jointure. 

83.  It  may  be  convenient,  in  treating  upon  this  subject,  to  revert 
to  the  requisites  of  a  good  legal  jointure,  and  then  to  show  in  what 
particulars  equity  differs  or  varies  from  the  law  in  these  respects  ; 
the  reader  not  forgetting  that  the  authority  of  courts  of  law  for 
admitting  collateral  provisions  in  bar  to  the  right  of  dower,  is 
founded  upon  a  special  statute,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  equity,  in  these  matters,  existed  before  that  Act,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  enforcing  agreements  entered  into  between  individuals.' 

34.  The  first  requisite  which,  as  before  noticed,  is  necessary  to 
a  binding  legal  jointure,  is,  that  it  be  made  to  commence  in  pos- 
session or  profit  immediately  from  the  husband's  death.^  With 
this  agi%es  the  rule  in  equity,^  except  the  intended  wife  be  a  party 
to  the  deed,  and  by  executing  it,  consent  to  accept  a  more  uncer- 
tain and  disadvantageous  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  for  then  she 
will  be  bound  and  absolutely  barred  of  her  common  law  right. 
Accordingly,  Lord  Alvanley,  adverting  to  this  subject  in  Garuthers 
V,  Garuthers,'  said,  ^Hhat  if  the  wife  had  been  adult  she  might  have 
taken  a  chance  in  satisfaction  for  her  dower,  acting  with  her  eyes 
open."^ 

35.  With  respect  to  the  legal  requisite,  that  the  estate  limited 
in  jointure  be  such  an  estate  of  freehold  as  should  continue  during 
the  wife's  life,^  no  such  circumstance  will  be  necessary  in  equity 

1  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153  ;  Gibson  v.  Gibsoni  15  Mass.  106 ;  Vance  v. 
Vance,  8  Sbepl.  364  ;  Blackmon  v.  Blackmon,  16  Ala.  633.  See  Gelzer  v.  Gelzer,  1 
Bail.  Eq.  387.     As  to  the  rale  in  equity,  see  post,  {{  33-66. 

*  Gibson  V.  Gibson,  15  Mass.  106.  See,  also,  Hastings  v,  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153, 155. 
s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  487.  *  Ante,  H  9-12. 

>  McCartee  v,  TeUer,  2  Paige,  511 ;  a.  c.  8  Wend.  267 ;  Grain  v,  Cayana,  36  Barb. 
410.    See  Levering  v.  Heighe,  2  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  81. 

*  Garuthers  v,  Garuthers,  4  Bro.  G.  G.  513. 

^  To  the  same  effect  is  the  late  case  of  Djke  v.  Rendall,  13  Eng.  L.  k  Eq.  404, 
411 ;  8.  0.  2  De  G.  M.  k  G.  209. 

*  Ante,  22  13-17. 
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in  order  to  make  the  jointure  an  absolute  bar  to  dower,  if  the 
intended  wife  be  of  age  and  a  party  to  the  deed ;  because,  as  she 
is  able  to  settle  and  dispose  of  all  her  rights,  she  is  competent  to 
extinguish  her  title  to  dower  upon  any  terms  to  which  she  may 
think  proper  to  agree.  If,  therefore,  she  accept  of  a  term  for 
years,*  or  an  annuity,*  or  copyhold  lands,'  in  lieu  of  her  dower, 
she  will  be  concluded,  and  barred  of  her  common  law  right.^ 

36.  By  statute  in  New  York,*  any  pecuniary  provision  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  intended  wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  will,  if  assented 
to  by  her  as  required  by  the  Act,  operate  as  a  bar.  Similar  enact- 
ments have  been  adopted  in  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^  Indiana,^ 
Connecticut,'  Virginia,'"  Kentucky,"  Rhode  Island,"  Missouri," 
Wisconsin,**  Minnesota,**  Oregon,**  Michigan,*^  Kansas,^^  Ver- 
mont,** and  Arkansas.*  If  a  provision  of  this  character  be  made 
after  the  marriage,  or  before  the  marriage  without  the  assent  of 
the  wife,  she  is  required  to  elect  whether  she  will  receive  it  or  take 
her  dower.^  Chancellor  Kent  has  remarked,  that  in  Pennsylvania, 
it  is  left  a  doubtful  question  whether  the  settlement  of  personal 
estate  would  be  held  equivalent  to  a  jointure,  and  sufficient  to  bar 
dower ;"  but  in  several  of  the  decided  cases  it  appears  to  be  assumed 
that  the  rule  of  the  English  equity  courts  is  in  force  in  that  State.^ 

1  Rose  V,  RejDoldBi  1  Swan.  446 ;  Charles  v,  Andrews,  9  Mod.  152. 

*  Vizard  v.  Longdale,  Kelynge's  Ch.  Cas.  17|  sub  nomine  Yizod  v,  Londen ;  cited 
2  Eden,  66 ;  13  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  408,  note. 

s  Lacy  v.  Anderson,  1  Swan.  445 ;  Gladstone  v,  Riplej,  cited  2  Eden,  59. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  487-8. 

s  1  Rey.  Stat.  N.  T.  141,  {  11.  See  Barante  v.  Qott,  6  Barb.  492;  Tisdale  r. 
Jones,  38  Barb.  523. 

*  Oen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  90,  J  10.  f  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  |  10. 
8  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  254,  2  36.  •  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21. 

w  Va.  Code,  1849,  ch.  110,  {  4- 

"  1  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  pp.  575-6 ;  Tevis  v.  McCreary,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  161. 

"  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  2  21.        »  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  2  17. 

i«  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  2  16.        »  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  2  16. 

i«  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  2  16.  "  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  2  16. 

18  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  2  12. 

»  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  412,  2  5.  »  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  462,  2  11. 

'^  It  is  questionable  whether  the  widow  may  waive  a  pecuniary  jointure  made 
before  marriage  without  her  consent,  except  when  made  during  her  infancy,  in 
Missouri,  Kansas,  and  Rhode  Island.  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  pp.  671-2,  22  17,  18; 
Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  22  12|  13;  Rev.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  606,  2  21. 
See,  also,  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  412,  22  5,  6. 
"  4  Kent,  56,  note. 

»  Shaw  V.  Boyd,  5  S.  &  R.  309;  Ellmaker  o.  Ellmaker,  4  Watts,  89;  Rudolph's 
Appeal,  10  Barr,  34 ;  In  re  Gangwere's  Estate,  14  Pa.  St  417. 
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In  Missouri,^  it  has  been  held,  that  dower  may  be  barred  by  an 
equitable  jointure,  although  not  expressly  provided  for  by  statute; 
and  the  same  principle  has  been  applied  to  cases  arising  in  other 
States. 

37.  The  following  case  was  determined  in  Massachusetts :'  Pre- 
yious  to  the  marriage  of  I.  V.  with  S.  T.  C,  an  indenture  of  three 
parts,  sealed  by  the  parties,  was  made  and  executed  by  and  between 
I.  V.  of  the  first  part,  V.  B.  of  the  second  part,  and  S.  T.  C.  of 
the  third  part:  I.  V.  therein  covenanted  and  agreed  with  V.  B., 
that  in  the  event  of  the  marriage  taking  place  and  his  wife's  sur- 
viving him,  he  would,  "by  his  last  will  or  otherwise,"  make  a 
certain  specified  provision  for  her,  by  the  payment  of  a  gross  sum 
to  V.  B.,  and  by  payment,  or  giving  security  for  the  payment  to 
him  of  a  farther  sum  yearly  during  the  widowhood  of  the  intended 
wife,  for  her  use,  and  to  be  paid  to  her  by  V.  B.  instead  and  in 
satisfaction  of  dower  in  the  real,  and  of  any  distributive  share  of 
the  personal  estate  of  I.  V. :  V.  B.  covenanted  and  agreed  with 
I.  V.  that  he  would  accept  the  trust,  and  receive  and  pay  over  the 
money,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  S.  T.  C;  and  the  latter  cove- 
nanted and  agreed  with  I.  Y.  and  Y.  B.  that  in  ease  the  marriage 
took  place,  and  she  should  survive  I.  Y.,  and  the  money  above 
mentioned  should  be  provided  to  be  paid,  and  actually  paid,  and 
the  annuity  well  and  sufiSciently  secured  and  provided  to  be  paid, 
as  stipulated  in  the  indenture,  the  same  should  be  in  full  satisfac- 
tion of  her  dower  in  the  estate  of  I.  Y.,  and  should  bar  her  from 
claiming  the  same,  if  she  should  survive  him,  and  should  also  be  a 
bar  to  any  claim  on  her  part  for  any  share  in  his  personal  estate, 
unless  given  her  by  his  will.  The  marriage  took  place,  and  I.  Y. 
died,  leaving  a  will,  in  which  no  reference  was  made  to  the  inden- 
ture, but  which  contained  a  general  direction  for  the  payment  of 
the  testator's  debts  and  performance  of  his  obligations.  The  exe- 
cutor of  I.  Y.,  within  the  time  stipulated  in  the  indenture,  made 
the  payments  and  gave  the  security  therein  specified  to  Y.  B.,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  widow,  who  refused  to  receive  the  same,  but  made 
a  demand  of  dower  in  the  real  estate  of  I.  Y.  and  brought  her  action 
therefor.  It  was  held,  that  by  the  indenture,  a  pecuniary  provision 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  demandant,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and 

1  Logan  V,  Phillips,  18  Misso.  22 ;  Johnson  v,  Johnson,  23  Misso.  561 ;  s.  c.  30 
Misso.  72.    See  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  ch.  56,  2  IT. 
^  Vincent  v.  Spooner,  2  Cash.  467. 
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assented  to  by  her,  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  that 
she  was  barred  of  dower. 

88.  By  an  agreement  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  the  intended 
husband  bound  his  estate  to  pay  to  his  intended  wife  certain  snms 
of  money,  if  she  survived  him,  which  were  to  be  in  bar  of,  and  full 
compensation  for  her  dower.  It  was  held  that  this  agreement  barred 
dower.* 

39.  An  antenuptial  agreement  recited,  in  substance,  that  the 
parties  contemplated  marriage,  but  desired  their  property  to  be 
kept  separate  for  their  own  use  and  for  the  use  of  their  children 
respectively;  and  they  covenanted  with  each  other,  that  the  wife 
should  retain,  control,  and  dispose  of  her  personal  property  during 
the  marriage,  and  appropriate  the  proceeds  at  her  own  discretion; 
in  the  event  of  the  husband  being  the  survivor,  he  bound  himself 
to  deliver  to  her  children,  or  as  she  might  direct,  all  of  her  personal 
property  in  his  possession.  In  case  the  wife  was  the  survivor,  the 
agreement  required  the  heirs  and  representatives  of  the  husband 
to  relinquish  all  right  to  her  property.  The  husband  also  bound 
himself  not  to  claim  any  estate  of  hers  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
and  agreed  that  she  might  hold  and  enjoy  her  lands  during  the 
coverture;  and  if  she  survived  him,  that  she  should  be  paid  from 
his  estate  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  within  sixty  days  after 
his  death.  In  consideration  of  these  provisions  being  performed, 
the  wife  covenanted  with  the  husband,  that  she  would  ^'release  and 
relinquish  all  right,  title  and  claim  to  his  estate,  real  or  personal, 
to  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns."  The  court 
regarded  this  as  a  reasonable  antenuptial  agreement,  and  sufBcient 
to  bar  dower.^  They  said:  "We  think  it  may  be  considered  as 
well  settled  at  this  day,  that  almost  any  bond  fide  and  reasonable 
agreement,  made  before  marriage,  to  secure  the  wife  in  the  enjoy- 
ment either  of  her  own  separate  property,  or  a  portion  of  that  of 
her  husband,  whether  during  the  coverture  or  after  his  death,  will 
be  carried  into  execution  in  a  court  of  chancery." 

40.  An  agreement  was  entered  into  before  marriage,  in  the  fol- 
lowing form:  "Articles  of  a  marriage  contract  made,  concluded, 
and  agreed  upon  by  and  between  I.  E.  of  the  one  part,  and  M.  S. 
of  the  other  part,  both  of  Earl  township,  Lancaster  county,  and 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  witnesseth :  that  the  said  parties  have  agreed 


>  Findley  v.  Findley,  11  Gratt.  434.    See  Charles  v,  Charles,  8  Gratt.  486. 
»  StlUey  V.  Folger,  14  Ohio,  610. 
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to  enter  into  the  bonds  of  matrimony  upon  the  following  conditions: 
that  is  to  say,  that  after  marriage,  if  she,  the  said  M.  shall  sur- 
vive the  said  I.,  then,  and  in  that  case  the  heirs,  executors  or 
administrators  of  the  said  I.,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  pay  to  the 
said  M.  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  in  one  year  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  I. ;  and  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  yearly 
thereafter,  during  her  natural  life,  and  no  longer;  and,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  above  sum  or  sums  so  agreed  to  be  paid  to  her, 
the  said  M.,  she,  the  said  M.,  does  hereby  relinquish  and  quit-claim 
to  all  right  of  dower  to,  in,  or  out  of  the  estate  of  the  said  I.,  which 
she,  in  law,  or  in  equity,  or  in  any  way  might  or  could  possibly 
have."  It  was  held  that  this  agreement  was  limited,  by  its  terms, 
to  the  right  of  dower  in  the  real  estate,  and  did  not  exclude  the 
widow  from  a  share  of  the  personalty  under  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions.^ 

41.  Previous  to  their  marriage,  and  in  contemplation  thereof, 
an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  between  the  parties,  by 
which  it  was  stipulated,  that  should  the  marriage  take  effect,  and 
the  wife  survive  her  husband,  his  executors  should  pay  to  her  within 
four  weeks  after  his  decease,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  in 
full  of  all  claims  which  she  might  have  on  his  estate  in  virtue  of 
the  marriage.  This  sum  the  intended  wife,  on  her  part,  agreed  to 
receive  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
all  claims  which  she,  by  virtue  of  the  marriage,  might  have  upon 
the  estate  of  her  intended  husband.  The  marriage  took  effect;  the 
husband  died  before  the  wife,  leaving  real  estate  valued  at  six 
thousand  dollars.  The  sum  mentioned  in  the  agreement  was  paid 
to,  and  received  by  the  widow,  within  the  time  stipulated ;  and  she 
thereupon  executed  and  gave  to  the  executors  a  receipt,  acknowl- 
edging that  she  had  received  that  sum  in  full  satisfaction  of  dower 
in  the  estate  of  her  late  husband,  and  of  all  claims  and  demands 
which  she  had,  or  might  have,  on  said  estate.  This  instrument 
was  not  under  seal.  On  a  bill  in  chancery  by  the  heirs  of  the  hus- 
band, it  was  held  that  these  facts  constituted  a  bar  of  all  claim  by 
the  wife  upon  his  estate.' 

42.  The  cases  are  not  entirely  agreed  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  an  antenuptial  contract  which  merely  secures  to  the  wife 
her  separate  property,  and  makes  no  provision  for  her  out  of  the 

^  EUmaker  v.  Ellmaker,  4  Watts,  89.        *  Selleck  v.  Selleck,  8  Conn.  85,  note. 
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husband's  estate,  is  a  good  equitable  jointure ;  but  in  a  majority  of 
the  cases  it  is  held,  that  if  it  be  a  part  of  such  agreement  that  the 
wife  shall  relinquish  her  dower,  it  will  be  good  in  equity. 

48.  A  man  and  woman  of  advanced  age,  and  each  the  owner  of 
a  large  estate,  real  and  personal,  mutually  agreed  in  contemplation 
of  marriage,  that  the  intended  wife  should  hold  and  enjoy  all  her 
property  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  should  be  entitled,  on 
certain  terms,  to  the  avails  of  her  personal  labor  during  the  cover- 
ture, which  should  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  right  of  dower  in 
his  real  estate ;  the  marriage  took  place,  and  the  agreement  of  the 
husband  was  executed  in  good  faith  by  him  and  his  representatives ; 
on  a  bill  in  chancery  brought  by  his  heirs  and  devisees  against  the 
widow  for  a  release  of  her  dower,  which  was  stated,  and  found  to 
be  of  the  value  of  five  hundred  dollars,  it  was  held,  that  such  agree- 
ment was  founded  upon  a  sufficient  and  adequate  consideration ; 
that  it  was  opposed  to  no  rule  of  law  or  principle  of  sound  policy ; 
but  was,  on  the  contrary,  highly  beneficial,  and  therefore,  though 
not  a  legal  jointure,  it  was  eminently  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  chancery  to  carry  it  into  efiect;  and  the  relief  sought  was 
accordingly  decreed.* 

44.  A  widow  filed  her  petition  against  the  heir  and  administrator 
of  her  deceased  husband,  claiming  dower  in  the  lands  of  which  the 
latter  died  seized.  The  answer  set  up  as  a  defence,  an  antenuptial 
contract,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  among  other  things,  that  the 
property,  real  and  personal  of  each,  which  was  about  equal,  should 
be  brought  together  and  enjoyed  during  coverture,  and  at  the 
termination  thereof  the  personal  property  should  be  separated  and 
divided  between  the  survivor  and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased, 
and  the  survivor  should  hold  his  or  her  said  property,  real  and 
personal,  and  should  thereafter  have  no  right  or  interest  in  the 
property  of  the  other,  by  reason  of  said  coverture ;  that  the  con- 
tract had  been  performed  by  the  parties  thereto  during  coverture, 
and  that  since  the  decease  of  the  husband,  the  petitioner  had 
claimed  and  received  from  his  representatives  her  share  of  the 
property,  and  the  benefit  of  all  provisions  of  the  contract  in  her 
favor.  It  was  held  that  these  facts  constituted  a  good  equitable 
defence  to  the  petition.* 

45.  Previous  to  a  marriage,  the  parties  executed  written  articles 

1  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  8  Conn.  79.  «  Murphjr  v.  Murphy,  12  Ohio  St.  407. 
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of  agreement,  whereby,  in  consideration  that  the  husband  agreed 
to  relinquish  all  claim  to  the  property  of  the  wife  by  virtue  of  the 
marriage,  or  otherwise,  she  agreed  to  relinquish,  and  did  relinquish, 
all  claim  to  dower ;  and  therein  covenanted,  among  other  things, 
that  she  would  not  at  any  time  claim  anything  from  his  estate.  In 
accordance  with  this  agreement,  the  wife  held  the  property  thus 
secured  to  her  to4ier  own  separate  use.  It  was  held,  that  a  decree 
of  the  probate  judge,  made  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  grant- 
ing the  widow  an  allowance  out  of  his  estate,  was  erroneous.^  '^It 
is  unnecessary,"  the  court  said,  "to  decide  or  investigate  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  antenuptial  agreement  entered  into  by  the  parties 
in  the  year  1847,  would  have  the  effect  of  precluding  the  wife 
under  all  circumstances  from  receiving  an  allowance  or  enforcing 
any  claim  against  the  estate  of  her  late  husband.  There  seems  to 
be  no  reason  why  he  might  not,  after  the  marriage,  in  the  exercise 
of  his  marital  rights,  reduce  her  personal  property  to  his  possession, 
and  appropriate  it  to  other  purposes  than  those  for  which  it  was 
intended  by  the  agreement  it  should  be  used.  If  he  might  do  this, 
his  wife  would  have  no  remedy  during  the  existence  of  the  mar- 
riage. But  in  such  case,  it  would  seem  proper  and  equitable,  that 
she  should  be  compensated  out  of  his  estate,  for  the  property  which 
by  the  agreement  was  to  be  kept  separate  therefrom.  A  state  of 
facts  might  exist  rendering  it  proper  to  inquire  into  and  determine 
the  effect  of  the  agreement,  and  how  far  it  should  be  considered  as 
an  estoppel  upon  her.  But  such  facts  do  not  exist  here.  It  does 
not  appear,  that  the  husband  violated  the  agreement  in  any  par- 
ticular. It  was  made  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  case  to  show  why,  in  addition  to  the  benefits  it  gave 
her,  she  should  receive  an  additional  benefit  from  his  estate." 
46.  In  Cauley  v.  Lawson,^  an  agreement  between  parties  pre- 

1  Heald'B  PetiUoo,  2  Foster  (N.  H.),  265. 

'  Cauley  v.  Lawson,  5  Jones,  Bq.  132.  In  the  previoas  case  of  Murphy  v.  Avery, 
1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Law,  25,  the  court  decided  that  such  an  agreement  could  not  be 
enforced  at  law;  **  But  it  neither  expressly,  nor  by  implication  held  that  m  equity , 
the  agreement  would  not  be  upheld  and  enforced."  Opinion  of  the  court,  Cauley 
V.  Lawson,  supra.  In  the  Alabama  case  of  Blackmon  v.  Blackmon,  16  Ala.  633,  an 
antenuptial  agreement  by  which  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  settlement  upon 
her  of  her  own  estate  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  released  and  relinquished  to  her 
husband,  all  claim  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  which  he  might  be  seized  during  cover- 
ture, was  held  invalid  at  law.  Whether  such  an  agreement  is  good  in  equity,  was 
not  determined  by  the  court. 
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viously  to,  and  in  contemplation ^of  marriage,  that  neither,  after  the 
death  of  one  of  them,  should  claim  anything  that  had  belonged  to 
the  other  before  marriage,  was  held  sufficient,  in  equity,  to  exclude 
the  woman  from  dower,  a  year's  provision,  and  a  distributive  share 
of  her  husband's  personal  estate. 

47.  In  Gelzer  v.  Gelzer,^  the  antenuptial  agreement  out  of  which 
the  controversy  arose,  recited  that  the  wife  had,  "in  her  own  right, 
an  ample  estate  intailed  and  secured  to  her,  of  which  the  said 
Thomas  could  not  take  any  benefit  after  her  death ;"  in  considera- 
tion whereof,  and  of  the  nominal  payment  of  one  dollar,  she  cove- 
nanted and  agreed,  that  if  her  husband  should  die,  she  surviving, 
she  would  not  "  have,  claim,  or  demand,  or  pretend  to  have,  claim, 
or  demand,  any  dower,  or  thirds,  or  -any  other  right,  title,  interest, 
claim  or  demand,  of,  in,  or  to,  any  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments and  real  estate  whereof  the  said  Thomas  may  have  been 
seized  during  the  intermarriage. ''  It  was  held,  that  this  agreement 
was  sufficient  in  equity  to  exclude  the  widow  from  dower  and  a 
distributive  share  of  the  husband's  real  estate. 

48.  By  articles  entered  into  before  the  marriage,  all  the  property 
of  the  wife,  real  and  personal,  together  with  her  choses  in  action, 
was  secured  to  her  sole  and  separate  use  during  the  coverture.  It 
was  also  provided,  that  she  should  have  the  right  to  dispose  of  the 
property  during  the  marriage,  by  will,  or  otherwise,  and  that  it 
should  not  be  subject  to  the  control  of  the  husband,  nor  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts.  In  consideration  of  these  provisions,  the  wife 
agreed  that  the  estate  of  the  husband,  both  real  and  personal, 
should  be  exempt  "from  all  claim  and  right  which  she  might  other- 
wise acquire  in  the  same  by  virtue  of  the  contemplated  marriage  .  .  . 
either  as  dower,  or  otherwise."  This  was  held  a  good  equitable 
jointure.' 

49.  An  antenuptial  agreement  was  entered  into  in  the  following 
form:  "Whereas,  a  marriage  is  about  to  be  contracted  by  and 
between  the  parties  to  these  presents,  and  they  are  desirous  to 
regulate  the  mode  of  enjoyment  and  distribution  of  their  separate 
property;  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  said  marriage,  it  is 
agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  that  the  separate  property 
ahall,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  said  parties,  form  a  fund  from 
the  income  of  which  the  said  parties  and  their  issue,  if  any,  shall 

1  Gelzer  v,  Gelzer,  1  Bailej's  Bq.  387.  >  Logan  v,  PhllUps,  18  Misso.  22. 
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be  supported  and  maintained ;  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
ducing such  income,  the  said  W.  (the  intended  husband)  shall  have 
the  management  of  the  said  separate  j)roperty  of  the  said  L.  G.  (the 
intended  wife).  It  is  also  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties,  that, 
during  the  coverture  either  of  said  parties  may,  by  gift  or  sale,  in 
any  manner  or  form  whatever,  dispose  of  one-third  of  his  or  her 
separate  property,  without  the  other's  interposing  any  obstacle,  and 
without  any  right  in  such  part  of  the  estate  so  disposed  of  remain- 
ing in  the  other  party,  so  that  t;he  same  shall  be  free  and  clear 
from  any  claim  of  such  other  party.  It  is  also  agreed  by  and 
between  the  parties  aforesaid,  that  either  of  the  said  parties,  at  his 
or  her  death,  may,  by  will,  or  declaration  in  the  nature  of  a  will, 
devise  and  bequeath  to  any  person  whatsoever,  the  absolute  pro- 
perty, whatever  of  his  or  her  said  separate  property  may  then 
remain,  so  that  the  survivor  shall  be  entirely  divested  of  all  interest 
therein.  It  is  also  agreed,  that  on  the  death  of  either  party,  the 
survivor  shall  retain  the  full  right  and  title  in  his  or  her  separate 
property,  and  the  property  of  the  deceased  party  shall  be  distributed 
according  to  the  laws  then  in  force."  It  was  held  that  this  contract 
did  not  constitute  a  legal  bar  to  dower  within  the  statutes  of  Mis- 
souri ;^  neither  did  the  naked  agreement  amount  to  an  equitable 
jointure ;  that  before  the  wife  could  be  deprived  of  her  dower,  the 
agreement  must  be  executed  in  her  favor.' 

50.  In  deciding  the  case  above  cited,  the  court  said :  ^'  If,  by  the 
terms  of  the  agreement,  the  things  real  and  personal  of  the  wife 
are  to  remain  in  specie  her  property  beneficially,  notwithstanding 
the  coverture,  such  an  agreement,  constituting  of  itself  a  complete; 
perfect  equitable  ownership,  may,  perhaps,  be  very  well  considered 
so  far  executed  as  to  be  at  once,  without  anything  farther,  an  equit^ 
able  bar  of  dower,  and  to  be  pleaded  as  such.  Where,  however, 
the  property  consists  in  money,  as  in  the  present  case,  to  be  restored 
by  the  husband  in  gross  on  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  or  in 
things  consumable  to  be  restored  in  value  and  not  in  specie,  some- 
thing more  than  mere  agreement  is  necessary  to  complete  the 
equitable  jointure.  In  such  a  case,  equity  will  see  that  the  wife 
has  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  before  it  deprives  her  of  the  pro- 
vision made  by  law  for  her  support.  The  naked  agreement  can 
not  be  allowed  to  divest  her  in  equity  of  her  legal  rights  in  favor 

1  1  Rev.  Code  Misso.  1825,  p.  334. 

'  JohnsoQ  V.  JohnaoQy  23  Misso.  561 ;  b.  o.  30  Misso.  72. 


894  THB  LAW  OP  DOWBR.  [CH.   XV, 

of  volunteers,  however  it  might  be  in  regard  to  a  purchaser  who 
had  bought  the  land  on  the  faith  of  the  wife's  agreement  to  relin- 
quish her  dower  in  it."^ 

51.  The  following  marriage  contract  was  entered  into  in  Missis- 
sippi: "Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  we,  W.  W.,  of  the 
State  and  county  aforesaid,  and  L.  C,  of  Franklin  county,  State 
of  Mississippi,  hath  agreed  to  marry,  and  by  these  presents  further 
contracted  and  agreed,  that  it  is  each  of  our  desires  to  enjoy  our 
property  together,  until  death,  and  then  each  of  us  to  dispose  of 
our  property  as  we  may  think  best."  It  was  held,  that  this  was 
not  such  a  contract  as  would  bar  the  wife's  dower.' 

52.  A  female  infant,  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  with  the 
consent  of  her  parent  and  guardian,  gave  her  bond,  engaging,  in 
consideration  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  be  paid  to  her  by  her 
intended  husband's  executors,  after  his  decease,  to  release  her 
dower  in  lands  of  which  he  should  die  seized.  After  the  death  of 
her  husband,  the  stipulated  sum  was  paid  to  her,  and  she,  by  deed 
(being  still  a  minor)  released  her  dower  to  the  heirs  and  repre- 
sentatives of  her  deceased  husband,  and  the  money  was  appro- 
priated by  her  second  husband  to  his  own  use.  It  was  held  that 
this  agreement  was  not  binding  upon  the  wife,  and  that  she  might 
recover  her  dower  without  tendering  the  money.'  "  There  was  in 
fact,"  said  Gibson,  J.,  "no  settlement  by  the  husband,  who  did  not 
execute  any  agreement,  or  bind  himself  or  his  representatives. 
There  was  nothing  but  the  bond  of  the  wife,  conditioned  for  the 
release  of  her  dower,  in  consideration  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  be 
paid  by  the  husband's  executors;  and  it  is  settled,  a  jointure  is  not 
a  contract  by  the  wife  for  a  provision,  but  an  actual  provision  by 
the  husband.  What  is  there,  then,  in  the  case,  but  a  naked  con- 
tract by  an  infant  in  expectation  of  marriage,  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  her  parent  and  guardian,  which,  notwithstanding  the 
opinion  that  seems  to  have  been  entertained  in  Cannel  v.  Buckle,^ 
knd  Harvey  v.  Ashley,^  is  now  finally  settled  to  be  altogether  insuf- 
ficient to  bind  her  real  estate,  except,  perhaps,  in  favor  of  the  isaue, 
where  they  are  purchasers;  and  which  she  may,  at  the  death  of 

^  SeOi  also,  opiaioa  of  the  court  in  s.  o.  30  Misso.  72. 

*  Whitehead  v,  Middleton,  2  How.  (Missis.)  692.   See,  also,  Faulkner  v.  Faulkner, 
3  Leigh,  255 ;  Succession  of  Doucet,  13  La.  Ann.  613. 

3  Shaw  V.  Boyd,  5  S.  &  R.  309.     See  ante,  ch.  12,  {{  31-33. 

*  Cannel  v.  Buckle,  2  P.  Wms.  243. 

ft  HarTej  v.  Ashlej,  Wilm.  R.  219,  note;  3  Atk.  612. 
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her  hnsband,  if  she  has  then  come  of  age,  confirm  or  avoid  at  her 
election.  It  is  argued  that  the  bond  operated  as  an  implied  cove- 
nant of  the  husband,  but  I  know  of  no  case  to  that  effect;  and  if 
it  were  so,  an  agreement  to  settle  an  annuity  might  be  implied  in 
every  case,*  and  thus  the  infant's  naked  agreement  would  always 
bind  her  indirectly.  Then,  taking  the  contract  to  have  been  void- 
able, there  is  on  these  pleadings  no  act  of  confirmation  by  the  feme 
herself,  who  was  still  an  infant  when  she  received  the  five  hundred 
dollars." 

53.  By  an  antenuptial  contract,  the  husband  agreed  that  if  his 
wife  should  survive  him,  and  no  provision  should  be  made  for  her 
in  his  will  in  an  amount  equal  to  twenty  thousand  dollars,  or  if  he 
should  die  intestate,  and  she,  as  his  heir,  should  not  receive  from 
his  estate  an  amount  equal  to  twenty  thousand  dollars,  then  he 
charged  his  estate  with  the  payment  of  twenty  thousand  dollars, 
or  such  sum  as  would  make  up  that  amount,  to  be  held  by  trustees 
for  her  use  for  life,  with  reversion  to  the  issue  of  the  marriage ; 
provided,  that  if  she  survived,  she  should  have  no  part  of  the  estate 
then  owned  by  him,  or  which  should  be  purchased  by  him  after  the 
first  day  of  January  then  next  ensuing.  The  husband  purchased 
lands  after  the  first  day  of  January  succeeding  the  date  of  the  mar- 
riage contract,  and  died,  leaving  a  will,  by  which,  ''in  addition  to 
the  provisions  made  for  his  wife  by  the  marriage  contract,"  he 
gave  to  her  some  negroes  and  other  personalty  and  an  interest  in 
some  of  his  real  estate.  It  was  held  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to 
the  provisions  made  for  her  by  the  marriage  contract, — to  the 
devises  and  bequests  in  her  favor,  and  to  dower  in  all  the  lands 
purchased  by  the  husband  after  the  first  day  of  January  succeeding 
the  date  of  the  marriage  contract,  so  far  as  such  claim  of  dower 
was  consistent  with  the  devises  in  her  favor.^ 

54.  It  is  settled  that  a  jointure  will  be  equally  good  and  binding 
upon  the  husband  and  wife,  and  bar  her  of  dower,  if  it  be  not  abso- 
lutely and  completely  settled  upon  her  by  deed,  but  rest  merely  in 
covenant  or  articles  before  the  marriage,  because  a  court  of  equity 
will  decree  a  specific  performance  of  such  a  covenant  or  articles, 
by  directing  a  settlement  which  will  have  relation  to  the  period 
when  it  ought  to  have  been  made.^ 

1  Cunningham  v.  Shannon^  4  Rich.  Eq  136. 

>  3  P.  Wms.  269;  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  488.    See  Vincent  o.  Spooner,  2  Gash.  467 ; 
Gamthera  v.  Garuthers,  4  Bro.  G.  G.  507,  note,  512,  513. 
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55.  That  the  jointure,  in  order  to  be  an  absolute  bar  of  dower, 
ought  to  be  made  before  marriage,  is  equally  a  rule  of  equity  as  of 
law;^  and  in  both  jurisdictions,  when  the  provision  is  a  jointure 
after  marriage  within  the  statute  of  Henry  VIII.,  but  waivable  by 
the  widow,  she  will  be  obliged  to  elect  between  such  jointure  and 
her  dower ;  but  if  such  provision  be  not  a  legal  jointure  within  the 
Act,  then  the  law,  as  we  have  seen,^  can  not  put  her  to  an  election, 
but  she  will  be  entitled  to  both  the  provision  and  her  dower.'  Here 
the  concordance 'between  law  and  equity  ceases;  for  courts  of 
equity,  acting  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  making  and  accept- 
ing the  provision,  and  upon  the  conscience  of  the  widow,  oblige  her 
to  elect  between  her  dower  and  the  provision  settled  in  jointure 
upon  her,  and  on  this  principle,  that  it  would  be. unconscientious 
in  her  to  take  a  thing  itself,  and  also  that  which  is  given  in  lieu  of 
it;  so  that  whether  the  provision  be  made  before  or  after  marriage, 
if  it  be  not  conclusive  against  her,  but  voidable  only,  she  will  not 
be  permitted  in  equity  to  take  both  it  and  her  dower,  but  will  be 
put  to  her  election  between  them.^  This  equity  doctrine  is  carried 
Into  the  statutes  of  many  of  the  States  ;^  and  in  some  of  them  it  is 
further  provided,  that  if  a  conveyance  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of 
dower,  shall,  through  any  defect,  fail  to  be  a  legal  bar  thereto,  and 


1  TowDBend  v.  Townsend,  2  Sandf.  S.  G.  711;  Grain  v.  Gavanai  36  Barb.  410; 
Martin  v,  Martin,  26  Ala.  86 ;  Walsh  t>.  Eellj,  34  Pa.  St.  84 ;  Garsoo  v.  Marraj,  3 
Paige,  483 ;  Rowe  v.  Hamilton,  3  Greenl.  63.     See  ch.  xii.,  {{  43-48. 

*  Ante,  ie  et  seq.  *  Go.  Litt.  36  b. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  488-9;  Parham  v.  Parham,  6  Humph.  287, 

s  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y,  741,  {  12  ;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  cb.  90,  {  11 ;  Rev.  SUt.  Me.  1857, 
ch.  103,  2  11;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  p.  254,  i  40;  Va.  Gode  1849,  ch.  110,  {{  4,  5; 
Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  606,  i  21 ;  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480;  {{  12,  13;  2 
Rev.  Stat.  Ky.,  bj  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  7 ;  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {  12;  Stat. 
Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  i  17 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  17;  Stat.  Minn.  1858, 
p.  409,  J  17;  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  i  17;  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.  p.  412,  {{  5,  6. 
In  the  last  named  State  it  is  provided,  that  if  the  widow  was  not  the  first  wife  of 
the  deceased,  and  he  shall  have  no  issue  by  her,  and  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  them  previous  to  the  marriage  in  relation  to  the  widow's  claim  on  the 
estate,  in  lieu  of 'dower;  and  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  she  shall  have  a  suffi- 
cient provision  for  her  comfortable  support  during  life,  the  court  maj  deny  to  sach 
widow  her  dower,  or  any  provision  except  as  provided  by  the  agreement.  Ibid.  In 
Kentucky,  it  has  been  remarked,  that  *' unless  the  transfer  be  made  in  satisfaction 
of  her  right  to  dower,  the  estate  can  not  be  said  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower.  If  it  be 
transferred  to  her  without  reference  to  her  dower,  or  without  any  intention  that  it 
sb'all  be  in  satisfaction  thereof,  it  can  not,  with  any  propriety,  be  said  to  be  in  Ilea 
of  dower."    Per  Duvall,  J.,  in  Tevis  v.  McGreary,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  B.  151. 
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tie  iridow,  availing  herself  of  such  defect,  demand  her  dower,  the 
estate  and  interest  so  conveyed  shall  thereupon  cease  and  determine.^ 

56.  Upon  a  treaty  of  marriage,  it  was  agreed  by  the  husband, 
that  in  case  there  should  be  issue  of  the  marriage,  all  the  property 
to  which  the  wife  was  entitled,  either  in  possession  or  in  action, 
should  be  settled  upon  her.  The  marriage  took  place,  and  after 
the  birth  of  a  son,  the  husband  executed  the  following  instrument: 
*^Be  it  known  to  all  whom  it  may  concern,  that  I,  J.  L.,  of,  &c., 
having  intermarried  with  F.  H.,  widow,  &c.,  and  by  her  having 
had  one  son,  called  R.  L.,  I  do  hereby  certify,  that  all  the  property 
which  came  by  my  said  wife,  of  every  description,  I  give  to  her 
and  her  heirs  for  ever.  .  In  witness,"  &c.  The  wife  being  the  sur- 
vivor, it  was  adjudged  that  she  could  not  be  compelled  to  elect 
between  the  provision  thus  secured  to  her  and  her  rights  under  the 
law.^  The  court  said:  "The  principle  to  be  extracted  from  all  the 
cases  is,  that  an  intention  to  exclude  that  right,  must  be  shown, 
either  by  express  words,  or  a  manifest  implication;  but  there  is 
here  nothing  from  which  such  an  intent  can  be  inferred." 

57.  In  Swaine  t;.  Ferine,^  there  was  an  antenuptial  agreement 
made  on  the  day  of  the  marriage,  between  the  husband  and  wife, 
by  which  she  was  to  enjoy,  exclusively  for  her  own  benefit,  some 
real  and  personal  estate.  It  was  claimed  by  the  wife,  that  the  real 
estate  consisted  only  of  her  right  of  dower  as  the  widow  of  a  former 
husband,  in  twelve  acres  of  land,  and  that  the  personal  estate  was 
about  nine  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  which  she  held  as  adminis- 
tratrix of  her  former  husband.  "There  is  nothing,"  said  the 
chancellor,  "to  gainsay  her  answer  to  the  cross-bill  on  this  point, 
and  this  agreement  was  not  stated  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower  in  the 
lands  of  her  second  husband ;  and  there  is  no  color  for  the  sugges- 
tion that  this  agreement  formed  any  impediment  to  her  present 
claim." 

58.  It  has  been  noticed  as  one  of  the  requirements  of  a  legal 
jointure,  that  it  ought  to  be  expressed  in  the  instrument  to  be  in 
satisfaction  of  the  whole  of  the  wife's  dower,  or  at  least  of  her 


1  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  519,  {  4;  "^t^-  ^ode,  1849,  ch.  110,  2H«  ^;  ^"^^8  ^'  Walt- 
ball,  14  Qratt.  518;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  ch.  56,  {  19;  Logan  v.  Phillips,  18 
Mi«30.  22  ;  Rev.  St.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  2  22  ;  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  408,  {  14; 
Nixon's  Dig.  Stat.  N.  J.  p.  210,  {  13. 

*  Liles  «.  Fleming,  1  Dev.  Eq.  185. 

*  Swaine  v.  Perioe,  5  John.  Ch.  482. 
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dower  in  lands  particularly  described.^  The  practice  of  courts  of 
equity  so  far  agrees  with  the  rules  of  law,  that  if  it  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  iustrument  that  the  provision  was  only  intended  in 
satisfaction  of  part  of  the  dower,  leaving  the  proportion  in  uncer- 
tainty, and  in  respect  of  what  lands  dower  was  meant  to  be  barred 
by  it,  such  provision  will  not  bind  the  widow,  but  she  will  be  enti- 
tled to  dower  upon  giving  up  the  provision.^ 

59.  With  respect  to  parol  averments,  the  rule  of  evidence  is  the 
same  in  equity  as  at  law.  It  should  be  expressly  stated  in  the 
instrument,  or  clearly  appear  from  its  contents,  that  the  provision 
for  the  wife  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  or  satisfaction  of  dower.^ 
But  this  intention  may  be  manifested  by  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
vision ;  and  it  will  be  sufBcient  if  it  can  be  clearly  collected  from 
the  instrument  that  it  was  so  intended.^  Thus,  in  Vizard  v.  Long- 
dale,^  a  bond  was  given  by  the  husband  before  marriage,  for  the 
settling  of  an  annuity  of  14Z.  upon  his  wife,  for  life,  for  her  liveli- 
hood and  maintenance;  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  decided  that  the  provision 
was  no  bar  of  dower ;  but  Lord  King  reversed  the  decree,  stating 
it  to  be  his  opinion  that  it  was  within  the  equity  of  the  statute  of 
jointures,  and  a  bar  to  dower. 

60.  A  doubt  was  expressed  by  Lord  Rosslyn  of  the  authority  of 
this  case,  in  Couch  v.  Stratton.^  There,  the  husband  covenanted 
by  settlement  before  marriage,  that  his  heirs,  &c.,  should,  within 
three  months  after  his  decease,  pay  to  trustees  6,000Z.,  with  interest 
from  his  death,  upon  trust,  in  case  his  wife  should  be  the  survivor, 
and  there  should  be  no  issue  then  living,  &c.,  to  pay  for  her  own 
use,  1,500!.,  part  of  that  sum,  with  interest^  and  also  to  pay  to  her 
the  interest  of  the  remainder  during  her  life.  Lord  Rosslyn  held 
that  the  provision  did  not  bar  her  of  dower. 

61.  Mr.  Roper  distinguishes  this  case  from  Vizard  v.  Longdale, 
and  observes  that  there  was  no  expression  in  the  settlement  as  in 
Vizard  v.  Longdale,  to  show  any  intention  that  the  provision  was 
meant  to  be  a  jointure  in  satisfaction  of  dower.'    But  Mr.  Jacob 

1  Ante,  32  21-25. 

>  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  489 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  265,  pi.  18.   See  Oarothen  v. 
Garathera,  4  Bro.  C.  G.  500. 

>  Ante,  {{  21-25. 

*  Worslcy  v,  Worsley,  16  B.  Mon.  469 ;  Tevia  v,  McGreaiy,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  151. 

>  Vizard  v.  Longdale,  Keljnge's  Gh.  Gas.  17,  sub  nominey  Yizod  v.  Londen;  stated 
3  Atk.  8 ;  1  Yes.  Sen.  55  ;  2  Eden's  Rep.  66  j  13  Eng.  I^aw  ft  Eq.  408,  note. 

«  Couch  V.  Stratton,  4  Ves.  Jr.  391.  »  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  49K 
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remarks,^  that  '^the  settlement  uras  expressed  to  be  for  making 
some  provision  for  the  wife  and  her  issue.  In  Walker  v.  Walker,* 
where  the  expression  was  similar,  Lord  Hardwicke,  said:  *The 
words  provision  if  she  survive^  mean  the  same  as  in  Vizard  v.  Long- 
dale,  and  the  word  some  makes  no  difference,  for  it  is  not  said  some 
part.'  "*  Mr.  Bright,  adds:*  "It  would  seem  that  at  the  present 
day  such  a  provision  as  that  in  Vizard  v.  Longdale,  or  Couch  v. 
Stratton,  would  be  held  to  be  meant  to  be  a  jointure  in  bar  of 
dower." 

62.  In  the  late  case  of  Hamilton  v,  Jackson,'^  by  marriage  arti- 
cles the  husband  covenanted  that  in  case  he  should  die  in  the  life 
of  his  wife,  without  issue  by  her,  she  should  be  entitled  to  one-half 
of  what  property,  real  or  personal,  he  should  die  seized  or  pos- 
sessed of,  and  that  in  preference  to  any  creditor  of  his,  or  to  any 
deed  or  will  which  he  might  make  or  execute  in  his  lifetime  con- 
trary to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  articles.  There  being 
no  issue  of  the  marriage,  it  was  held  by  Sir  E.  Sugden,  C,  that  the 
wife  surviving  was  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  which  her  husband  died  seized  or  possessed,  but  not  to 
dower,  or  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  personalty.^ 

63.  Where  a  verbal  antenuptial  agreement  was  made  between 
parties  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  by  which  the  intended  wife 
was  permitted  during  coverture,  to  enjoy  and  dispose  of  her  per- 
sonal estate  and  the  proceeds  of  her  real  estate,  as  if  she  were  sole, 
and  by  which  it  was  stipulated  that  in  case  she  survived,  she  should 
claim  no  distributive  share  of  her  intended  husband's  personal 
estate,  and  no  dower  in  his  realty ;  and  the  husband  accordingly 
did  permit  the  wife,  during  coverture,  to  give  to  her  children  by  a 
former  marriage,  the  personal  estate  which  before  marriage  was 
hers,  and  also  the  proceeds  of  her  real  estate  ;  it  was  held,  that  the 
agreement  was  one  made  "upon  consideration  of  marriage"  within 
the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  that  there  was  no  such  part  performance 
as  would,  in  equity,  put  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute.     It 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  490,  note.  «  Walker  v.  Walker,  1  Ves.  Sen.  54. 

*  On  this  question  see  also  Garthshore  v.  Ghalie,  10  Yes.  Jr.  I,  20. 

*  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  451. 

>  Hamilton  v.  Jackson,  2  Jones  ft  Lat.  295.  See  Djke,  v.  Rendall,  13  Eng.  Law 
ft  Eq.  404 ;  B.  0.  2  De  0.  M.  ft  G.  209  ,•  McOartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511 ;  b.  o.  8 
Wend.  267  ;  Shaw  v.  Boyd,  5  S.  ft  R.  309  j  Levering  v.  Heighe,  2  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  81 ; 
Goald  V,  Womack,  2  Ala.  83. 

«  1  Bright,  H.  ft  W.  451. 
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was  further  held,  that  such  agreement  was,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  no  bar  to  the  claim  of  dower.^  But  w^ere  a  parol  antenuptial 
contract  has  been  fully  performed  by  the  parties,  it  will  be  sus- 
tained in  equity.' 

64.  In  some  of  the  States,  it  is  held  that  the  provision  made  for 
the  wife  by  articles  entered  into  before  the  marriage,  must  be  fair 
and  reasonable  in  order  to  warrant  a  court  of  equity  in  enforcing 
a  specific  performance  against  her.  In  Gould  v.  Womack/  the 
principle  was  thus  stated:  '' Equity  has  jurisdiction  in  this  State, 
to  enforce  the  performance  of  contracts  fairly  entered  into  between 
parties  able  to  contract ;  but  it  is  an  appeal  to  the  extraordinary 
power  of  the  court,  and  therefore  a  court  of  chancery  will  not  lend 
its  aid  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract  unless  it  is  just 
and  reasonable  in  all  its  parts,  and  founded  on  adequate  considera- 
tion. The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  not  compulsory — the  question 
is  not  what  the  court  must  do,  but  what  it  may  do  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. Notwithstanding  there  is  no  legal  bar  to  dower  in  this 
State,  a  court  of  equity  may  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  an 
antenuptial  agreement  in  lieu  of  dower,  subject  to  the  same  rules 
by  which  it  is  governed  in  other  cases  of  the  specific  performance 
of  contracts.*' 

65.  In  the  foregoing  case,  a  man  fifty-six  years  of  age,  on  the 
eve  of  marriage  with  a  young  woman,  procured  from  her  a  relin- 
quishment of  dower  in  his  estate,  which  was  very  large,  on  con- 
dition of  his  settling  on  her  a  life  estate  of  small  value,  which  she 
agreed  to  accept  in  lieu  of  dower,  unless  he  should  think  proper  to 
make  an  additional  settlement  on  her  at  his  death,  before  which 
event,  which  happened  six  years  afterwards,  he  made  his  will,  and 
gave  her  an  annuity  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  a  year  during  her 
life,  and  also  the  use  for  life  of  some  land  and  slaves,  and  directed 
his  executors  to  make  annual  provision  for  her  support,  upon  the 
acceptance  of  which,  she  w^as  not  to  be  entitled  to  the  property 
secured  to  her  by  the  antenuptial  contract.  It  was  held,  that  this 
was  not  such  an  agreement  as  a  court  of  chancery  could  be  called 
upon  specifically  to  enforce,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  just  or 
reasonable :  1.  Because  the  provision  made  by  will  pursuant  to  the 


1  BMQch  o.  Finch,  10  Ohio  St.  501.    See  Hall  v.  Hall,  2  M'Gord'e  Gh.  269,  274, 
276,  277. 
'  Dygert  v.  Remerschneider,  39  Barb.  417. 
*  Gould  V.  Womack,  2  Ala.  83. 
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expectation  created  bj  the  antenuptial  contract,  was  a  life  estate 
only,  which,  considering  the  age  of  the  dowress,  was  of  itself  a  suf- 
ficient objection ;  2.  Because,  when  compared  with  the  legal  dower, 
it  was  not  an  adequate  provision,  although  ample  for  support. 

66.  In  a  South  Carolina  case,^  a  woman  about  to  marry,  agreed 
in  writing  to  renounce  all  claims  on  the  estate  of  her  intended  hus- 
band, in  consideration  of  an  undertaking  on  his  part  to  make  ade- 
quate provision  for  hen  He  made  provision  for  her  by  will,  and 
died.  The  court  decided  that  it  was  inadequate  proportioned  to  his 
estate,  and  enlarged  it. 

Jointure%  upon  infants. 

67.  The  question  whether  an  infant  is  barred  by  a  jointure  made 
before  marriage,  was  for  a  long  time  unsettled  in  England.  Lord 
Coke,  says:  ^^If  the  jointure  be  made  before  marriage,  the  wife  can  > 
not  waive  it  and  claim  her  dower  at  the  common  law.'*^  And  in  a 
note  in  the  handwriting  of  Lord  Hale,  in  the  margin  of  Coke's 
Institutes,  he  remarks :  *^  Though  she  be  within  age,  as  we  see,  she 
can  not  waive."  This  note,  made  more  than  one  hundred  years 
previous  to  the  final  decision  of  the  question  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
appears  to  be  the  first  dictum  on  the  subject  contained  in  the 
books. 

68.  The  case  of  Jordan  v.  Savage,*  before  Lord  King,  in  1788, 
seems  to  be  the  first  reported  decision  in  which  the  point  was 
judicially  considered.  That  was  not  a  legal  jointure  under  the 
statute ;  neither  was  the  antenuptial  provision  set  up  in  bar  of  legal 
dower.  The  estates  of  the  husband  were  copyhold,  in  which,  by 
the  custom  of  the  manor,  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  whole  for 
life,  as  her  free-bench.  The  land,  by  an  antenuptial  contract,  was 
settled  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  her  only  the  moiety,  on  the 
death  of  her  husband,  in  the  nature  of  a  jointure,  and  in  lieu  of 
ber  customary  estate.  The  wife  being  an  infant,  the  question  was 
whether  she  had  a  right  to  waive  the  provision  made  by  the  con- 
tract, and  claim  her  customary  estate  in  the  whole.  And  the  court 
of  chancery  considered  the  antenuptial  settlement  an  equitable  bar 
of  the  customary  provision  of  the  infant,  by  analogy  to  the  statute 


1  Riren  v.  Riven,  3  Desani.  190.  '  1  loBt  36  b. 

*  Jordan  v.  Savage,  2  Bq.  Oa.  Abr.  102. 

YOL.  n.  26 
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respecting  jointures,  and  that  the  infant  was  bound  to  accept  the 
provision  as  an  equitable  jointure. 

69.  In  the  case  of  Sice  v.  Seys,^  in  1740,  the  lord  chancellor 
asserted  the  same  principle,  though  the  question  was  not  directly 
before  him  there.  And  it  was  again  recognized  in  1748,  in  the  case 
of  Harvey  v,  Ashley.^  In  a  case  before  the  master  of  the  rolls  in 
1784,^  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  is  said  to  have  held  different  language. 
By  a  note  of  that  case  from  the  register's  book,  however,  it  will  be 
found  that  the  wife  claimed  the  right  of  election,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  agreed  that  the  antenuptial  provision  should  be  in 
lieu  of  dower.^  The  question  as  to  an  infant's  being  bound  by  a 
jointure,  it  is  presumed  could  not  have  been  discussed  in  that  case; 
and  it  is  very  improbable  that  a  master  of  the  rolls  would  under- 
take to  overrule  the  decision  which  the  lord  chancellor  had  made 
but  a  few  months  before  in  the  case  of  Jordan  v.  Savage. 

70.  In  1760,  the  case  of  Drury  v.  Drury,  came  before  Lord 
Henley,  afterwards  Earl  of  Northington,  and  was  twice  argued  at 
great  length,  occupying  in  the  whole  seven  days.  It  resulted  in  a 
decision  by  him,  that  an  infant  was  not  barred  of  her  dower,  either 
by  a  legal  or  an  equitable  jointure.  The  cause  came  before  the 
House  of  Lords  on  appeal,  (1762),  and  this  disputed  question  was 
finally  put  at  rest  in  that  country.  Although  three  very  respectable 
common  law  judges  concurred  in  opinion  with  Lord  Henley,  that 
an  infant  is  not  bound  by  a  jointure  in  any  case,  yet  the  weight  of 
authority,  as  well  as  the  weight  of  judicial  talent,  was  clearly  in 
favor  of  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the  appeal.  This 
case,  as  reported  by  Brown,^  merely  contains  the  statement  of  the 
case,  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  the  reversal  of  the  decree. 
But  in  the  notes  of  the  judgments  and  opinions  of  Oh.  J.  Wilmot, 
published  forty  years  afterwards,  his  very  able  and  elaborate  opinion 
on  this  question  is  now  found.^  He  examined  the  subject  at  great 
length,  and  with  much  ability,  and  seems  to  have  exhausted  thereon 
the  whole  store  of  ancient  learning,  in  relation  to  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  infants.     He  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  majority 


1  Sice  V.  Sejs,  Barnard.  Ch.  R.  117. 
3  Harvej  v.  Ashley,  Wilm.  R.  219,  note. 

s  Cray  v.  Willis,  9  Vin.  Abr.  249.  *  See  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  476. 

5  Earl  of  Buckingham  v.  Drury,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  492. 

*  Drury  v.  Drury,  Wilmot's  Opinions,  177.     This  opinion  is  republished  in  tall  in 
8  Wend.  303,  et  seq. 
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of  the  common  law  jadges,  that  the  infant  was  barred.  And  by  a 
reference  to  the  report  of  this  case  by  a  grandson  of  Lord  North- 
ington/  more  recently  published,  it  appears  that  Lord  Hardwicke 
concurred  with  a  majority  of  the  judges,  and  delivered  a  most  able 
opinion  on  the  question  in  the  House  of  Lords.  It  also  appears  that 
Lord  Mansfield,  then  a  member  of  the  house  of  peers,  took  part  in 
the  decision,  and  voted  in  favor  of  a  reversal  of  the  decree. 

71.  In  that  case,  the  antenuptial  contract  was  entered  into  by 
the  lady  while  under  age,  and  was  executed  by  her  in  the  presence 
of  her  guardian,  who  subscribed  the  same  as  a  witness.  The  hus- 
band agreed  that  in  case  his  intended  wife  should  survive  him,  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  should  pay  her,  during  her  life, 
an  annuity  of  6002.  for  and  in  the  name  of  her  jointure;  which 
provision  she  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  dower, 
and  of  her  allowance  under  the  statute  of  distributions.  It  was 
therefore  finally  settled  by  that  case,  that  an  infant  is  bound  at 
law  by  a  legal  jointure;  and  that  in  equity,  in  analogy  to  the  legal 
rule,  the  infant  may  also  be  barred  by  an  equitable  jointure  settled 
upon  her  before  marriage,  by  the  consent  and  approbation  of  her 
parents  or  guardian.  Although  some  members  of  the  profession 
entertained  doubts  of  the  correctness  of  this  decision,  yet  as  it  was 
made  by  the  court  of  the  last  resort,  and  with  the  entire  approba- 
tion and  concurrence  of  the  most  distinguished  judges  in  England, 
it  became  the  settled  law  of  the  land  as  to  all  cases  coming  within 
the  same  principles.  And  being  made  previous  to  our  separation 
from  the  mother  country,  it  has  been  considered  equally  binding 
od  us  here.  An  equitable  jointure,  or  a  competent  and  certain 
provision  for  the  wife,  in  lieu  of  dower,  if  assented  to  by  the  father 
or  the  guardian  of  the  infant  before  marriage,  and  to  which  there 
is  no  other  objection  but  its  mere  equitable  quality,'  is  therefore 
an  equitable  bar.' 

72.  In  McCartee  v.  Teller,^  Chancellor  Walworth  says:  ^'An 

1  2  Eden'8  Rep.  60. 

s  Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  612 ;  Jacob's  note,  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  4*78.  See, 
also,  Harvej  v.  Ashley,  3  Atk.  61 2  ;  Vizard  v.  Longden,  2  Eden,  66 ;  Boynton  v,  Bovn- 
too,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  445 ;  WiUiams  v,  Chittj,  3  Yes.  Jr.  545. 

*  Per  Walworth,  Chancellor,  in  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511,  556-9;  a.  o.  8 
Wend.  267  ;  Levering  v.  Heighe,  2  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  81 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  264, 
pi.  16.  See  Shaw  v.  Boyd,  5  S.  ft  R.  309 ;  Temple  v.  Hawley,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  R.  153 ; 
Lee  V.  Stewart,  2  Leigh,  76. 

*  McCartee  v.  Teller,  supra. 
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adult  female  might  in  equity  bind  herself  bj  an  antenuptial  agree- 
ment to  receive  a  simple  pecuniary  provision,  although  uncertain 
as  to  the  time  of  its  commencement,  or  as  to  the  extent  of  its  dura- 
tion.^ To  make  a  mere  equitable  jointure  binding  on  the  infant, 
it  was  necessary  that  the  provision  should  be  as  beneficial  to  the 
infant,  and  as  certain  as  that  required  in  a  legal  jointure  to  consti- 
tute a  legal  bar.  In  other  words,  it  must  be  a  provision  to  take 
effect  in  possession  or  profit  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band,' and  to  continue  during  the  life  of  the  widow  ;^  it  must  be 
made  with  the  express  or  implied  assent  of  the  parent  or  guardian, 
and  in  satisfaction  or  in  lieu  of  dower  ;^  and  it  must  be  a  reasonable 
and  competent  livelihood  for  the  wife,^  in  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances and  situation  in  life  of  the  parties,  the  value  of  the  hus- 
band's estate,  and  the  extent  of  the  wife's  portion  received  with 
her  on  the  marriage."' 

78.  It  was  held  by  the  chancellor,  in  the  case  from  which  the 
above  quotation  is  made,  that  an  antenuptial  contract  entered  into 
by  a  husband  with  an  infant  and  her  guardian,  by  which  she  was 
to  receive  a  certain  annual  sum  during  her  widowhood^  in  lieu  of 
dower,  did  not  bind  her,  and  that  after  the  death  of  her  husband 
she  might  disaffirm  the  agreement  and  claim  her  dower .^ 

74.  In  Garuthers  v.  Caruthers,^  the  husband,  previously  to  the 
marriage  with  his  wife,  then  an  infant  of  the  age  of  seventeen 
years,  settled  an  estate  (which  was  in  the  possession  of  the  mother) 
on  the  mother  for  life,  remainder  to  himself  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  intended  wife  for  life,  if  she  survived  him  and  his  mother,  in 
part  of  the  jointure  and  provision  intended  to  be  made  and  secured 
for  her,  and  in  lieu,  bar,  recompense,  and  full  satisfaction  of  all 
demands  or  thirds,  at  common  law,  or  by  custom  or  otherwise,  of 
all  the  messuages,  &c.,  of  which  the  husband  might  be  seized  during 
the  marriage.  The  wife's  father  was  a  party  to  this  settlement. 
No  notice  was  taken  in  the  settlement  of  what  was  to  be  the  other 

1  Per  Lord  Alvanley,  4  Bro.  G.  0.  513 ;  ClftDcj,  Rights  of  Women,  221-2^1  Madd. 
R.  613 ;  ante,  2  3^}  ^  **9' 

s  Ante,  22  9-12.  •  Ante,  22  ^^17. 

*  AnU,  22  21-25.  »  See  ante,  2  29 »  post^  22  ^8,  79. 

<  1  Inst  36  b. ;  4  Kent,  53 ;  Wilmot's  Opinions,  209 ;  LeTering  v,  Heighe,  2  Md. 
Gh.  Dec.  81.    See  Gould  v,  Womack,  2  Ala.  83. 

V  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511  ;  affirmed,  8  Wend.  267.  But  see  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Jastice  Nelson,  delivered  in  the  Gourt  of  Errors }  see,  also,  ante,  2i  14-16. 

•  Garuthers  v.  Garuthers,  4  Bro.  G.  G.  500. 
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part  of  the  jointare;  but  before  the  marriage,  the  husband's  uncle 
surrendered  a  copyhold  estate,  which  was  recited  to  have  been 
made  for  making  some  further  provision  for  the  marriage,  the  uses 
of  which  surrender  were  limited  to  the  uncle  for  life,  remainder  to 
the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife  for  life,  if  she  so  long 
continued  a  widow ;  but  it  was  not  stated  to  be  in  lieu  or  bar  of 
dower.  The  husband's  uncle  died  before  him;  his  mother  survived 
him.  The  question  was  whether  the  widow  was  bound  bj  these 
provisions  as  a  jointure.  And  Lord  Alvanlej  decided  in  the 
negative. 

75.  In  this  case  it  was  admitted  that  the  jointure  was  not  good 
at  law,  and  Lord  Alvanlej  held  that,  as  it  only  gave  to  the  infant 
an  uncertain  and  precarious  provision,  part  of  which  she  might 
never  live  to  enjoy,  it  could  not  be  established  against  her  in  equity 
as  an  agreement.  He  thought  that  Drury  v.  Drury  did  not  mean 
to  decide  that  the  guardian  could  bind  the  infant  to  accept  an  uncer- 
tain provision,  for  in  that  case  the  wife  had  a  provision  as  certain 
as  her  dower;  and  the  court  could  not  perform  such  an  agreement 
without  seeing  that  it  was  reasonable. 

76.  In  Smith  v.  Smith,^  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of 
a  female  infant  provided  that  on  the  husband's  death  his  personal 
estate  should  be  distributed  according  to  the  custom  of  London; 
and  that,  in  case  of  his  purchasing  lands,  the  wife  should,  if  she 
survived,  have  the  same  share  of  the  lands  as  of  the  personal  estate, 
and  this  was  declared  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower  and  thirds.  The  hus- 
band afterwards  became  bankrupt.  It  was  held,  that  the  wife's 
right  to  dower  was  not  barred  by  the  settlement.' 

77.  It  seems  that  a  jointure  on  an  infant  is  not  void,  though  the 
enjoyment  of  it  may  be  uncertain  by  reason  of  the  husband's  title 
to  the  settled  property  being  defective.  If  the  defect  be  cured, 
she  will  be  bound  to  accept  the  jointure  in  lieu  of  dower.'  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  jointure  fail,  she  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  out  of  the  estates  of  which  she  is  dowable,  as  in  other  cases 
where  a  jointress  is  evicted.^ 

78.  As  to  whether  competency  in  point  of  amount  is  essential  to 
an  equitable  jointure,  Mr.  Roper  remarks:^  ^^From  dicta  in  some 

1  Smith  V,  Smith,  5  Ves.  Jr.  189.  *  I  Roper,  H.  k  W.,  bj  Jacob,  480-2. 

*  See  Ambler  v.  Norton,  4  Hen.  ft  M.  23. 

*  Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  612 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.,  by  Jacob,  482.    See 
poet,  2  82,  et  uq. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  486.  ^ 
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oases  it  has  been  inferred,  that  jointures  in  equity  upon  infants, 
although  not  within  the  statute,  would  be  binding  if  such  proyisions 
were  competent.^  But  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  so  considered,  is  so 
vague  and  uncertain,  as,  it  would  seem,  to  aflford  no  sufficient  data 
to  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  interpose  and  compel  a  person  to 
abandon  a  legal  ascertained  right  in  consideration  of  a  provision 
at  the  time  deemed  to  be  competent,  but  which  may  happen  in  the 
result  to  prove  far  below  the  value  of  the  legal  title  in  lieu  of  which 
it  was  substituted,  as  seems  to  have  happened  in  the  above  case  of 
Williams  v.  Chitty.*  The  inconvenience  that  would  attend  this 
doctrine  appears  to  have  presented  itself  to  the  mind  of  Lord 
Thurlow  in  Durnford  v.  Lane,'  when  he  said,  he  thought  that  the 
court  should  not  go  into  the  competence  of  the  settlement.  And 
this  case  appears  to  have  been  approved  of  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Milner  v.  Lord  Harewood."* 

79.  But  Mr.  Jacob  observes  upon  this  point:*  "The  rule  estab- 
lished by  Drury  v.  Drury,  and  the  other  cases  referred  to  above, 
appears  to  be,  that  a  female  infant-  may  be  barred  of  dower  by  an 
antenuptial  settlement  of  any  species  of  property,  made  with  the 
assent  of  her  parents  or  guardians,  if  the  provision  secured  to  her  be 
reasonably  certain  and  competent.  There  has  not,  indeed,  been  any 
express  decision  that  competency  in  point  of  amount  is  essential  to 
an  equitable  jointure  on  an  infant,  but  it  appears  to  be  a  necessary 
consequence  from  the  reasoning  in  Drury  v.  Drury  and  Garuthers 
V.  Garuthers,  and  from  the  general  expressions,  that  the  agreement 
will  not  be  binding  in  equity  on  the  infant  unless  it  be  reasonable.* 
If  the  jointure  be  so  scanty  as  to  be  merely  illusory,  it  seems  to  be 
clear  that  it  will  not  be  established;  on  the  other  hand,  it  was 
decided  in  Drury  t;.  Drury,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should 
be  equal  in  value  to  the  dower;  and  it  seems  to  be  sufficient  if  the 
provision  be  one  which  it  was  fair  and  prudent  for  the  parent  or 
guardian  to  assent  to.  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  the 
rule  by  which  the  validity  of  such  agreements  depends  upon  their 
being  reasonable,  leaves  room  for  many  questions,  for  the  decision 
of  which,  the  cases  do  not  furnish  any  certain  criterion.**^ 

^  Cannel  v.  Buckle,  2  P.  Wms.  244 ;  Hanrey  v.  Ashley,  3  Atk.  612. 

>  Williams  v.  Ohittj,  3  Ves.  Jr.  545.        *  Durnford  v.  Lane,  1  Bro.  G.  C.  116. 

^  Milner  v.  Lord  Harewood^  18  Yes.  Jr.  275. 

»  1  Roper,  H  ft  W.  486,  note.  <  4  Bro.  C.  C.  513.  See  1  Bro.  G.G.  153. 

»   i  Bright,  H.  k  W.  459-462. 
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80.  Upon  the  necessity  of  the  assent  of  parents  or  guardians, 
.Mr.  Jacob,  says  :^  ^^  Though  the  assent  of  parents  or  guardians  is 

generally  mentioned  as  material  to  the  validity  of  a  jointure  on  an 
infant,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  in  all  cases  indispensable.  With 
respect  to  legal  jointures,  as  they  are,  according  to  Drury  v.  Drury, 
binding  independently  of  contract,^  when  fairly  made  and  conform- 
able to  the  statute,  the  assent  of  parents  or  guardians  is  material 
only  for  the  purpose  of  obviating  any  suspicion  of  fraud,  and  of 
evidencing  the  fairness  of  the  transaction.  It  seems  to  follow  that 
their  assent  is  not  necessary,  if  the  fairness  of  the  transaction 
appears  from  other  circumstances,  and  the  jointure  be  in  other 
respects  free  from  legal  objections.  Probably  the  analogy  would 
be  followed  with  respect  to  equitable  jointures,  at  least  where  the 
want  of  the  concurrence  of  a  parent  or  guardian  is  reasonably 
accounted  for,  as  in  the  case  of  their  being  dead  or  absent,  or 
where,  as  in  Williams  v.  Ghitty,^  the  settlement  is  made  on  the 
supposition  of  the  wife  being  of  age  at  the  time."^ 

81.  In  New  York,*  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^  Kentucky,'  Illinois,* 
Connecticut/®  Delaware,"  Indiana,^^  Arkansas,^^  Wisconsin,"  Min- 
nesota,^* Michigan,^'^  and  Oregon,^'  a  jointure  is  not  binding  upon 
the  wife  unless  assented  to  by  her ;  if  she  be  under  age  she  may 
give  her  assent  by  joining  with  her  father  or  guardian  in  the  con- 
veyance. In  Indiana,  the  assent  of  an  infant  wife  is  not  valid  unless 
the  father,  or  if  he  be  dead,  the  mother,  or  if  there  be  no  mother, 
the  guardian,  join  therein.^®  In  Ohio,^'  Virginia,*  New  Jersey,^* 
Delaware,"  Kentucky,**  Kansas,"  Missouri,®  and  Rhode  Island,* 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  486,  note.  »  Ant^,  {  30. 

•  WiUiam8  v.  Chitty,  3  Ves.  Jr.  545. 

^  See,  however,  the  remarks  of  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R.,  in  Simson  v.  Jones,  2  Rusa. 
k  M.  377. 
6  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  T.  741,  {  10.  •  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  90,  {  9. 

f  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {9.  »  Rev.  Stat.  Ej.  1852,  p.  393,  }  7. 

•  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  152,  J  8.  "  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  J  21. 

"  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  J  3.  "1  Rev.  Stat.  Tnd.  1853,  p.  254,  J  36. 

»  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  JJ  9-1 1.        i*  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  J  15. 

uStat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  15.  i<  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  \  15. 

"  Stet.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  671,  \  16.  "  i  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  1852,  p.  254,  {  39. 

» 1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  ch.  38,  {  2. 

»ya.  Rev.  Code,  1849,  ch.  110,  {  5;  Craig  v.  Walthall,  14  Oratt.  518. 

n  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  210,  {12.  »  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  J  3. 

»  2  Rev.  Stat.  Kj.  bj  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  7. 

M  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  2  13. 

»  1  Rev.  SUt.  Misso.  1855,  p.  672,  {18. 

M  Rev.  Stat.  R.  L  1857,  p.  506,  {  21. 
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if  the  jointare  be  made  dnring  the  infancy  of  the  wife,  she  may,  at 
her  election,  waive  it,  and  demand  her  dower. 

Remedy  where  the  widow  is  evieted  of  her  jointure. 

82.  Where  a  widow  having  a  legal  jointare  is  evicted  of  the 
whole  or  a  part  of  it'  by  a  superior  title,  she  is,  under  the  statute 
of  27  Henry  YIII.,  chap.  10,  §  7,  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  as 
much  of  the  residue  of  her  husband's  real  estate  as  the  land  of 
which  she  is  evicted  amounts  to.^  This  provision  has  been  re-enacted 
in  many  of  the  United  States.^ 

83.  The  right  of  the  widow  to  be  endowed  in  such  cases,  exists 
whether  the  jointure  has  been  made  before  or  after  the  marriage  \* 
and  if  the  eviction  of  the  jointure  lands  take  place  during  the 
coverture,  the  widow  has  the  same  right  to  compensation  by  endow- 
ment out  of  the  other  estates.'^  If  the  husband  has  aliened  his  other 
estates,  the  widow's  right  to  dower  being  revived  on  the  eviction, 
she  may  enforce  it  at  law  against  the  purchaser.^  And  the  wife's 
acceptance,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  of  a  part  not  evicted, 
will  not  defeat  her  claim  to  a  recompense  for  the  part  evicted.^ 

84.  The  effect  of  the  eviction  is  to  remit  the  widow  to  her  dower 


*  Gervoyes's  case,  Moore,  717. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  bj  Jacob,  493 ;  3  Prest  Abstr.  377. 

*  Oen.  Stat.  Mass.  1860,  ch.  90,  {  13  ;  Rey.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  eh.  103,  {13;  1 
Rer.  Stat.  Ind.  255,  {  42 ;  1  ReT.  Stat  Ohio,  ch.  38,  {  5 ;  St.  Glair  v.  Williams,  7 
Ohio,  part  2,  110;  Rev.  Stat.  Kj.  1852,  p.  393,  {  8;  1  Rey.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p. 
672,  {  18 ;  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  21 ;  Rev.  Stat  R.  1. 1857,  p.  506,  {  23 ;  Gomp. 
Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  }  12;  Rer.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  {  20;  Stat  Minn. 
1858,  p.  409,  {  20;  Del.  Rey.  Code,  1852,  ch.  87,  {  4 ;  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407, 
2  20  ;  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat  N.  J.  p.  210,  {  11 ;  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  {  20 ;  Code 
Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {  6;  Gen.  Stat  Verm.  p.  413,  {11.  This  clause,  although  con- 
tained in  the  Act  of  1787,  is  omitted  in  the  Reyised  Statutes  of  New  Tork.  See  4 
Kent,  9th  ed.,  p.  56,  note  b,  Mr.  Hilliard,  obsenres,  that  **  in  the  absence  of  anj 
Btatutoiy  proyision,  the  English  rule  undoubtedly  preyails.''  1  Hilliard,  R.  P.,  2d 
ed.,  p.  197,  2  68.  As  the  English  rule  is  founded  upon  an  express  statute,  and  as 
the  legislature,  in  reyising  the  laws,  haye  repealed  the  Act  of  1787,  without  retain- 
ing the  proyision  in  question,  this  may  be  a  matter  of  some  doubt  By  the  Act  of 
1849,  "  all  contracta  made  between  persons  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  shall 
remain  in  fall  force  after  such  marriage  takes  place."  Acts  of  1849,  ch.  375,  p.  529, 
2  3 ;  3  Rey.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  5th  ed.*,  p.  240,  2  ^9-  See  Djgert  v,  Remerschneider,  39 
Barb.  417. 

*  Genroyes's  case,  Moore,  717;  Beard  o.  Nutthall,  1  Yern.  427. 

*  Geryoyes's  case,  Moore,  717.  *  Maunsfield's  case,  Go.  Litt  33  a.,  note  8. 
f  Geryoyes's  case,  Moore,  717 ;  4  Go.  3  b.,  note  (o.  1). 
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pro  tanto  ;  if  the  valne  of  the  dower  be  greater  than  that  of  the 
jointure,  she  recoyers  the  amount  of  the  latter  only.^  If  the  value 
of  the  jointure  be  greater  than  that  of  the  dower,  she  is  not  entitled, 
under  the  statute,  to  recover  anything  beyond  her  dower ;'  and  she 
will  only  be  entitled  to  hold  the  lands  recovered  during  her  life, 
though  her  jointure  may  have  been  settled  on  her  in  tail  or  in  fee 
simple.* 

85.  But  if  the  jointure  be  made  by  an  antenuptial  settlement,  in 
consideration  of  which  the  wife,  being  adult,  expressly  agrees  to 
relinquish  her  dower,  and  she  is  afterwards  evicted,  it  seems  that 
although  her  right  to  dower  is  revived  at  law,' she  will,  in  equity, 
be  precluded  from  claiming  it  against  a  purchaser  of  other  lands 
of  the  husband  not  charged  with  the  jointure.^  Thus,  in  Simpson 
V.  Gutteridge,'^  where  a  jointure  rent-charge  had  been  settled  in 
pursuance  of  articles  made  before  marriage,  the  wife  being  of  age 
at  the  time,  it  was  held,  that  she  was  barred  from  all  claims  of 
dower,  and  therefore  that  a  purchaser  of  other  lands  belonging  to 
the  husband  was  not  entitled  to  call  for  the  production  of  the  title 
to  the  rent-charge.  But  the  wife  is  at  liberty  to  resort  to  any 
remedies  she  may  have  against  her  husband's  assets  by  covenant  or 
otherwise.* 

86.  Where  the  jointure  is  equitable,  the  consequences  of  eviction 
will,  it  is  presumed,  be  the  same  as  if  it  were  legal.  In  Drury  t^. 
Drury,  Lord  Hardwicke,  observed,  that  if  the  husband,  who,  on 
marrying  an  infant  had  covenanted  for  the  payment  of  an  annuity 
by  way  of  jointure,  had  dissipated  his  property,  that  would  have 
been  an  eviction  in  equity,  and  consequently  would  have  given  the 
wife  a  right  to  dower,  like  the  case  of  an  eviction  at  law.^  So  it 
has  been  suggested,  that  if,  on  the  marriage  of  an  infant,  an  annuity 
charged  on  money  in  the  funds  in  the  names  of  trustees,  were  set- 
tled by  way  of  jointure,  and  the  funds  were  wasted  by  the  trustees, 


1  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  620. 

*  See  Beard  v.  Xatthall,  1  Vera.  427 ;  Tew  o.  Winterton,  3  Bro.  0.  0.  489 ;  1  Ves. 
Jr.  451. 

<  4  Ck>.  3  b.  «  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  493 ;  1  Greenl.  GraiBe,  *202,  {  53. 

*  Simpson  v.  Gatteridge,  1  Madd.  609.    See  post,  2  87. 

<  Beard  «.  KatthaU,  1  Vera.  427 ;  Djke  o.  Kendall,  13  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  404 ;  b.  o. 
3  De  O.  M.  k  O.  209;  Teyis  «.  McCrearj,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  151 ;  post,  }  89. 

'  2  Bden,  68 ;  ace.  Hastings  v.  Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153,  155 ;  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  15 
I.  106,  111. 
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this  would  amount  to  an  eviction,  and  the  widow  would  not  be 
restrained  from  proceeding  for  her  dower .^ 

87.  In  Tew  v.  Winterton,*  the  husband  gave  a  bond  to  secure  an 
annuity  to  the  wife  in  case  of  her  surviving,  and  by  a  memorandum 
subscribed  to  the  bond,  she  declared,  that  she  accepted  the  said 
jointure  in  bar  and  satisfaction  of  all  dower  and  thirds.  On  the 
husband's  death,  the  court  decreed  the  payment  of  the  annuity  out 
of  his  assets,  and  in  case  they  should  not  be  sufficient,  then  out  of 
certain  estates  of  which  he  was  tenant  in  tail,  provided  the  deficiency 
did  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the  dower  to  which  the  wife  would 
have  been  entitled,  if  she  had  not,  by  the  memorandum  accepted 
the  annuity.  This  was  said  by  Lord  Thurlow,  to  be  a  very  subtle 
equity,^  and  the  case  appears  to  be  at  variance  with  Simpson  t;. 
Gutteridge,  unless  the  memorandum  signed  by  the  wife  was  looked 
upon  as  amounting  only  to  a  conditional  relinquishment  of  her  right 
to  dower.* 

88.  Where  a  marriage  contract  fixing  the  share  of  the  wife  in 
her  husband's  estate,  was  destroyed  by  the  husband  during  the 
coverture,  and  after  his  death  the  act  of  the  husband  was  ratified 
by  the  wife,  it  was  held  that  she  was  restored  to  her  dower.*  And 
where  by  an  antenuptial  contract,  it  was  agreed  that  the  husband 
should  provide  by  will  for  an  annuity  to  his  widow  for  her  life,  with 
an  interest  in  a  certain  part  of  his  real  estate,  in  lieu  of  dower  or 
any  portion  of  his  estate ;  and  the  husband,  by  will  gave  her  an 
annuity  during  her  widowhood  only,  it  was  held  that  he  had  failed 
to  perform  upon  his  part,  and  that  the  wife  was  not  bound  by  the 
agreement.^  So  where  it  was  stipulated  by  marriage  articles  that 
the  wife  should  receive  no  portion  of  the  estate  possessed  by  the 
husband  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  but  the  husband  deserted 
his  wife,  and  failed  to  provide  for  her,  and  she  was  .compelled  to 
support  herself  by  her  daily  labor,  it  was  decided  that'  the  ante- 
nuptial contract  did  not  prevent  her  from  demanding  dower  even 
from  a  purchaser.^ 


See  2  Sagd.  V.  &  P.,  10th  ed.,  220 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  266,  pi.  20. 

Tew  V,  Winterton,  3  Bro.  C.  G.  489. 

1  Ves.  Jr.  452. 

1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  by  Jacob,  493-4 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  468-470. 

In  re  Qangwere'B  Estate,  14  Pa.  St.  (2  Harris),  417. 

Sheldon  v.  Bliss,  4  Seld.  31 ;  s.  c.  7  Barb.  152. 

Spiya  V.  Jeter,  9  Rich.  £q.  434. 
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89.  In  a  recent  English  case/  it  was  held  by  Lord  St.  Leonards, 
that  in  the  court  of  chancery,  the  equitable  bar  of  dower  depends 
entirely  upon  the  doctrine  of  contract;  that  an  adult  lady  may 
agree  to  take  any  consideration  or  security  she  pleases,  and  that 
she  takes  it  with  all  its  defects.'  In  that  case,  upon  the  marriage 
of  an  adult  lady,  a  settlement  was  made  which  was  recited  to  be 
'^for  providing  a  competent  jointure  and  provision  of  maintenance  " 
for  the  lady  in  case  she  should  outlive  her  intended  husband,  and 
for  securing  a  provision  for  their  issue ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the 
intended  husband  should  give  a  bond  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, conditioned  for  the  payment  of  2000Z.  within  six  months 
after  the  marriage,  to  be  held  by  them  upon  trust  for  the  husband 
for  life,  then  for  the  wife  for  life,  and  then  for  the  children  of  the 
marriage.  The  husband  duly  gave  the  bond,  but  only  paid  a  small 
portion  of  the  2000Z.,  and  died,  having  sold  real  estate  of  which 
he  was  seized  during  the  marriage.  It  was  adjudged  that  the  set- 
tlement was  a  good  equitable  bar  of  dower,  and  that  the  widow  was 
not  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the  estate  in  respect  of  the  provision 
that  had  failed.^  "If  it  were  a  jointure  purporting  to  create  a 
legal  bar  within  the  statute,"  said  the  lord  chancellor,  "it  would 
be  different,  and  the  case  would  stand  upon  the  law  as  to  eviction ; 
but  in  this  court,  the  bar  stands  simply  upon  the  question  of  con- 
tract. My  opinion  therefore  is,  that  if  an  adult  lady  contracts  to 
accept  any  given  thing  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower,  she  must  take 
that  thing  with  all  its  faults  and  all  its  defects;  we  must  look  to 
the  contract  only;  and  by  no  analogy  to  the  legal  rule  can  she,  in 
case  of  eviction  from  what  she  contracted  for,  come  against  the 
lands  out  of  which  she  might  have  otherwise  been  entitled  to  dower. 
Of  course  this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  performance  of  the  cove- 
nant of  the  husband  to  give  the  bond;  he  must  of  course  perform 
it  if  he  desires  to  keep  the  estates  free  from  dower ;  he  must  do  the 
act  contracted  for;  that  depends  upon  the  common  doctrine  of  this 

court Now,  though,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  the 

money  has  not  been  paid,  yet  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this 
lady  has  no  right  to  resort  to  the  lands  acquired  by  the  husband 
after  marriage.  I  altogether  differ  from  the  observations  of  Sir 
A.  Hart,  in  the  case  of  Power  v.  Sheil,  upon  this  question." 


1  Dyke  v,  Rendall,  13  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  404;  b.  o.  2  De  G.  M.  k  0.  209. 

*  See  ante,  {2  ^^t  3^*  '  Oyerroling  dictum  in  Power  v,  Sheil,  1  Mol.  311. 
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Conveyance  of  the  wife^s  jointure* 

90.  If  husband  and  wife  join  in  conveying  lands  settled  apon 
the  wife  as  a  jointure  before  the  marriage,  her  interest  in  the 
jointure  lands  will  be  extinguished,  and  she  will  be  precluded  from 
claiming  dower  in  the  residue  of  her  husband's  freehold  estates ; 
because  her  right  of  dower  was  barred  by  the  jointure,  and  the 
latter  is  extinguished  by  the  conveyance.^  But  if  the  jointure  had 
been  made  after  the  marriage,  and  the  wife  joined  in  a  conveyance, 
although  she  would  be  barred  of  her  jointure,  she  might  neverthe- 
less claim  her  dower  out  of  the  other  freehold  lands  of  her  husband ; 
for  the  estate  in  jointure  being  but  a  conditional  bar  of  dower, 
namely,  upon  the  wife's  consenting  to  it  after  her  husband's  death,' 
she  may,  notwithstanding  the  conveyance,  disagree  to  the  jointure, 
and  elect  to  take  her  dower.' 


1  Go.  Litt.  36  b.  >  Ante,  2  ^6. 

*  Dyer,  358  b.;  1  Balstr.  173;  1  Leon.  285;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  520;  1  Washb.  R. 
P.,  2d  ed.,  264,  pi.  14.    See  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  464-Y. 
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The  general  doctrine. 

1.  It  has  been  observed  that  in  general  a  widow's  right  to 
dower  can  not  be  barred  at  law  by  a  collateral  satisfaction,  except 
in  cases  where  the  provision  comes  strictly  within  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  jointures.'  The  courts  of  equity,  however,  have 
extended  the  legal  rule,  and  in  instances  of  testamentary  provisions 
by  the  husband  for  his  widow,  it  is  the  practice  of  those  courts  to 
consider  them  in  the  nature  of  equitable  jointures,'  although  not 
conforming  to  the  strict  requisites  of  the  Act,  whenever  it  appears 
that  they  were  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower.  In  cases  of  this 
nature  the  widow  may  be  compelled  to  elect  between  the  provision 
made  for  her  in  the  will  and  her  dower  under  the  law. 

2.  The  doctrine  of  election  is  founded  upon  this  principle,  that 
a  person  shall  not  be  permitted  to  claim  under  any  instrument, 
whether  it  be  a  will  or  a  deed,  without  giving  full  effect  to  it  in 
every  respect,  so  far  as  such  person  is  concerned;  the  equity  of 
the  court  of  chancery  operating  upon  the  devised  interest  quoueque 
satisfaction  be  made  to  the  disappointed  devisee.  But  the  courts 
have  adopted  a  distinction  between  that  class  of  cases  which  relates 
to  the  election  of  widows  between  dower  and  provisions  under  the 
wills  of  their  husbands  and  the  ordinary  cases  to  which  the  doc- 
trine is  applicable.  As  dower  is  a  legal  right,  the  rule,  as  settled 
by  modern  English  decisions,  requires  that  in  order  to  deprive  a 
widow  of  its  enjoyment  by  voluntary  gift,  it  must  appear,  either 


1  See  ch.  xv. 


*  See  ch  zv.  {2  33-66. 
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by  express  words  or  by  clear  and  manifest  implication,  that  the 
testator  meant  to  exclude  her  from  it.^  "If,"  observes  Lord 
Eedcsdale,^  "there  be  anything  ambiguous  or  doubtful — if  the 
court  can  not  say  that  it  was  clearly  the  intention  to  exclude, — 
then  the  averment  that  the  gift  was  made  in  lieu  of  dower  can  not 
be  supported;  and  to  make  a  case  of  election,  that  is  necessary; 

for  a  gift  is  to  be  taken  as  pure  until  a  condition  appear The 

only  question  made  in  all  the  cases  is,  whether  an  intention,  not 
expressed  by  apt  words,  could  be  collected  from  the  terms  of  the 
instrument.  .  .  .  The  result  of  all  the  cases  of  implied  intention  seems 
to  be,  that  the  instrument  must  contain  some  provision  inconsistent 
with  the  assertion  of  a  right  to  demand  a  third  of  the  lands  to  be 
set  out  by  metes  and  bounds.'*  The  difference  of  opinion  which 
may  be  found  in  the  cases  is  not  to  be  ascribed  to  any  doubt  of  the 
correctness  of  this  rule,  but  merely  to  the  diflSculty  of  applying  it 
to  the  facts  of  each  particular  case.^ 

3.  Although  the  English  doctrine  upon  this  subject  has  been 
materially  changed  in  many  of  the  States,^  in  others  it  has  been 
adopted  in  it^  fullest  extent.  The  New  York  statute  provides  that 
"  If  lands  be  devised  to  a  woman,  or  a  pecuniary  or  other  provision 
be  made  for  her  by  will,  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  she  shall  make  her  elec- 
tion whether  she  will  take  the  lands  so  devised,  or  the  provision 
so  made,  or  whether  she  will  be  endowed  of  the  lands  of  her  hus- 
band;'*^ and  under  this  enactment  it  has  been  uniformly  held,  in 
numerous  cases,  that  in  order  to  compel  the  widow  to  elect  between 
her  dower  and  the  provisions  in  her  favor  contained  in  the  will  of 
her  husband,  the  will  must  expressly  declare  the  provisions  to  be 
in  lieu  of  dower,  or  its  terms  must  be  such  as  to  show  an  evident 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  exclude  that  right.^  "  The 
inquiry,"  said  Chancellor  Kent  in  Adsit  v.  Adsit,^  "is  whether 

1  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  566-576.         <  In  Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,  2  Sch.  k  Lef.  452. 
8  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  576;   1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  546-8. 

*  Post,  22  110-113.  »  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  741,  {  13. 

•  Jackson  v.  Charchill,  7  Cow.  287 ;  Adsit  v.  Adsit,  2  John.  Ch.  448 ;  Smith  v, 
Kniskern,  4  John.  Ch.  9 ;  Rathbone  v.  Dyckman,  3  Paige,  9 ;  Wood  «.  Wood,  5 
Paige,  596  j  Fuller  w.  Yates,  8  Paige,  325 ;  Irving  v.  De  Kay,  9  Paige,  621 ;  Sanford 
V,  Jackson,  10  Paige,  266;  Havens  v.  Havens,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  324;  Sheldon  v.  Bliss, 
4  Seld.  31;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  5  Seid.  502;  s.  o.  II  Barb.  152;  9  Leg.  Obs.  292; 
Leonard  v.  Steele,  4  Barb.  20 ;  Stewart  v.  McMartin,  5  Barb.  438 ;  Lasher  v.  Lasher, 
13  Barb.  106 ;  Church  v.  Ball,  2  Denio,  430;  s.  c.  5  Hill,  206;  Palmer  v.  Yoorhis,  35 
Barb.  479  ;  Tobias  v.  Ketcham,  36  Barb.  479  ;  s.  c.  32  N.  Y.  319.  See  Havens  v. 
Sackett,  15  N.  Y.  365. 

7  Adsit  t>.  Adsit,  2  John.  Oh.  448 ;  4  Kent,  58. 
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such  an  intention  in  the  testator  is  to  be  collected  by  clear  and 
manifest  implication  from  the  provisions  in  the  will.  To  enable 
Q8  to  deduce  such  an  implied  intention,  the  claim  of  dower  must 
be  inconsistent  with  the  will  and  repugnant  to  its  dispositions,  or 
some  of  them.  It  must,  in  fact,  disturb  or  disappoint  the  will." 
"To  bar  her  of  her  dower  by  implication,"  remarked  Chancellor 
Walworth  in  Sanford  v.  Jackson,^  "  where  the  testator  has  not,  in 
terms,  declared  his  intention  on  the  subject  by  his  will,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  will,  or  some  of  them,  must  be  absolutely  inconsistent 
with  her  claim  of  dower ;  so  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  will 
be  defeated  as  to  some  part  of  the  property  devised  or  bequeathed 
to  others,  if  she  takes  her  dower  as  well  as  the  provision  made  for 
her  in  the  will.  And  to  deprive  the  wife  of  her  dower,  or  to  compel 
her  to  elect,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  provisions  of  the  will  render 
it  doubtful  whether  the  testator  intended  she  should  have  her  dower 
in  addition  to  the  provision  made  for  by  the  will." 

4.  The  principle  above  laid  down  has  been  applied  to  cases 
arising  in  the  courts  of  South  Carolina,*  Georgia,*  Connecticut,* 
and  lowa.^  The  same  rule  formerly  prevailed  in  Pennsylvania®  and 


1  Sftnford  v.  Jackson,  10  Paige,  266. 

'  Gordon  v,  Stevens,  2  Hill,  Ch.  46 ;  Brown  v.  Caldwell,  1  Speers,  Eq.  322  ;  Pickett 
V.  Peay,  2  Con.  Conrt  (Treadw.),  746 ;  s.  o.  3  Brev.  545 ;  Cunningham  v.  Shannon, 
4  Rich.  Eq.  135  ;  Whilden  v.  Whilden,  Riley,  Ch.  205  ;  1  Brev.  Dig.  p.  268,  J  1.  A 
devise  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  of  his  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  dnriug  life  or 
widowhood,  does  not,  though  accepted,  bar  the  wife  from  demanding  Jower  in  lands 
aliened  by  him  during  the  coverture.  Braxton  v.  Freeman,  6  Rich.  L.  35.  So,  where 
a  testator  left  his  widow  "  a  provision  in  lieu  and  bar  of  all  claim  of  dower,  inherit- 
ance, or  any  other  claim  on  her  part,'*  it  was  held  that  she  was  not  excluded  from  a 
distributive  share  of  real  properly  put  chased  by  the  testator  afier  making  his 
will,  and  as  to  which  he  died  intestate.    Hall  v.  Ilall,  2  M'Cord's  Ch.  269,  299,  301. 

*  Tooke  V.  Hardeman,  7  Geo.  20.  Where  a  devise  to  the  wife  is  made  expressly 
in  lieu  of  dower,  she  is  required  to  elect  whether  she  will  take  under  the  will  or  her 
dower  in  lands  acquired  after  the  making  of  the  will.  Raines  v.  Corbin,  24  Geo.  185. 

4  Lord  V.  Lord,  23  Conn.  327 ;  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  383,  {  20. 

*  Clarke  v.  Griffith,  4  Iowa,  405 ;  Corriell  v.  Ham,  2  Clarke,  552.  The  present 
statute  of  Iowa,  provides  that  the  widow's  dower  can  not  be  affected  by  any  will  of 
her  husband,  If  she  object  thereto,  and  relinquish  all  rights  conferred  upon  her  by 
the  will.  Rev.  1860,  p.  416,  J  2435.  A  devise  to  the  widow  does  not  bar  her  dower 
in  lands  sold  on  execution  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband.  Corriell  v.  Ham,  2  Clarke, 
552. 

*  Kennedy  v.  Kedrow,  1  Dall.  415  ,*  Evans  r.  Webb,  I  Yeates,  424 ;  Sample  v. 
Sample,  2  Yeates,  433;  McCuUoagh  v.  Allen,  3  Yeates,  10;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  2 
Yeates,  302 ;  Hamilton  v.  Buckwalter,  2  Yeates,  389  ;  Allen  v.  Allen,  2  Penn.  (Pen. 
k  W.)  311 ;  Webb  v,  Evans,  1  Binn.  565.  See  Beall  v.  Schley,  6  Penn.  Law  Jour. 
549. 
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Indiana  ;^  but  now  by  statute  in  those  States  a  testamentary  pro- 
vision by  the  husband  for  his  wife  is  to  be  deemed  and  taken  in 
lieu  of  her  right  nnder  the  law,  in  like  manner  as  if  so  expressed, 
nnless  the  contrary  appear  in  the  wilL'  The  English  doctrine  is 
also  adopted  in  Virginia.'  In  Higginbotham  v.  Comwell/  it  was 
said  that  in  order  to  exclude  dower,  an  intent  so  to  do  must  be 
declared  in  express  terms ;  or  the  conclusion  from  the  provisions 
of  the  will  should  be  as  clear  and  satisfactory  as  if  it  were  expressed ; 
but  in  Dixon  v.  McCue,'  the  judge  delivering  the  opinion  remarked 
that  this  was  stating  the  doctrine  somewhat  too  strongly.  ^' A  rule 
thus  rigid,"  he  added,  '^  whilst  it  formed  no  necessary  foundation 
for  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  that  case,  would,  in  my  opinion, 
come  in  conflict  with  decisions  in  numerous  cases  which  have  been 
too  long  and  too  generally  recognized  as  precedents,  to  allow  of 
dissent  or  doubt  in  respect  to  their  authority  now." 

5.  In  Vermont,  the  widow  is  barred  where  the  husband,  by  his 
will,  has  made  provision  for  her  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  pro- 
bate court,  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower .^  And  in  New 
Hampshire^  and  Ehode  Island^  the  widow  is  compelled  to  elect 

1  Ostrandero.  Spickard,  8  Blackf.  227;  Kelly  «.  Stinson,  Ibid.  387;  Smith  v. 
Baldwin,  2  Carter,  404. 

>  Pardon's  Dig.  by  BrightW,  p.  362,  {  4;  p.  1017,  }  12 ;  1  Rer.  Stat.  Ind.  1852, 
p.  255,  2  41.  The  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1797,  {  10,  proTided  that  an  accepted  devise 
of  any  portion  of  a  testator's  estate  to  his  widow,  shoald  "  be  deemed  and  taken  in 
liea  and  bar  of  her  dower  oat  of  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  in  like  numner 
as  if  the  same  were  so  expressed."  See  Reed  v.  Reed,  9  Watte,  263 ;  Leinaweaver  v, 
Stoever,  1  W.  &  S.  160  ;  Gray  v,  McCune,  23  Pa.  St.  447  ;  Meliset's  Appeal,  5  Har- 
ris, 453  ;  McEeen's  Appeal,  42  Pa.  St.  479  ;  Borland  v.  Nichols,  12  Pa.  St.  38,  42 ; 
Bradfords  v.  Kents,  43  Pa.  St  474  ;  State  Bk.  v.  Ewing,  17  Ind.  68 ;  Piercy  v,  Piercy, 
19  Ind.  467. 

'  Higginbotham  v,  Cornwell,  8  Qratt.  83  ;  Dixon  v.  McCae,  14  Gratt.  540.  See 
Herbert  V.  Wren,  7  Cranch,  370;  Blant  v.  Gee,  5  Gall,  481;  Act  of  Ya.  of  Feb.  1, 
1727,  {  21,  4  Hen.  228  ;  Act  of  1785,  12  Hen.  145,  {  21 ;  Ibid.  p.  165,  {  6 ;  Code 
Ya.  1849,  p.  474,  {  4.  It  was  held  in  Wiseley  v.  Findlay,  3  Rand.  361,  that  a  gift  of 
personalty  is  no  bar  of  dower  in  the  realty.  In  Higginbotham  v.  Cornwell,  n^proi 
the  widow  was  allowed  to  take  ander  the  will  and  also  her  dower  in  lands  conyeyed 
daring  the  covertare. 

^  Higginbotham  v.  Cornwell,  iupra.  *  Dixon  v,  McCae,  ngprtu 

•  Gen.  Stat  Yerm.  p.  412,  2  5.    See  Smith  v.  Smith,  20  Yerm.  270. 

f  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  401,  {  12.  If  a  widow  waive  the  provisions  of  her 
husband's  will,  she  is  entitled  to  her  legal  share  in  his  estate,  chargeable,  however, 
with  her  proportion  of  any  contingent  liabilities  to  which  the  estate  may  be  sabject 
Copp  V.  Hersey,  11  Foster,  317. 

8  Rev.  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  {  21.  A  derise  in  Ilea  of  dower  bars  that  right 
in  after-acquired  lands.    Chapin  v.  Hill,  1  R.  I.  446. 
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between  a  devise  to  her  by  will  and  her  rights  under  the  law  where 
it  appears  from  the  will  that  such  devise  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu 
of  dower. 

6.  Although  the  rule  above  discussed  had  its  origin  in  the  courts 
of  equity,  it  seems  now  to  be  settled,  at  least  in  the  United  States, 
that  a  testamentary  provision  by  the  husband  for  the  wife,  will,  if 
accepted  by  her,  be  a  legal,  as  well  as  an  equitable  bar  of  dower 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  appears,  either  expressly,  or  by  clear  impli- 
cation, to  have  been  given  in  lieu  of  that  right.^  It  was  said  by 
Thompson,  J.,  in  Larrabee  v.  Van  Alstyne,^  that  to  render  a  pro- 
vision for  the  wife  by  will  a  legal  bar  of  dower,  it  must  consist  of 
lands  given  or  assured  unto  her  for  life ;  and  that  a  sum  of  money, 
or  other  chattel  interest,  given  by  will  in  lieu  of  dower,  will,  if 
accepted,  constitute  only  an  equitable  bar.  But  this  distinction  no 
longer  prevails ;  and  although  many  of  the  cases  have  been  deter- 
mined in  equity,  it  is  true,  as  was  remarked  by  Lord  Redesdale,  in 
Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,^  that  there  is  no  difference  in  principle  in 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  law  and  the  courts  of  equity,  in  regard 
to  this  subject.^ 

Devise  of  lands  in  which  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower, 

7.  It  is  settled,  that  a  devise  by  a  testator  to  his  widow  of  a 
portion  of  the  lands  of  which  she  is  dowable,  is  not  necessarily 
inconsistent  with  her  claim  to  dower  in  the  remainder.  In  Law- 
rence V.  Lawrence,'^  which  is  a  leading  case,  the  husband  devised 
his  manor  of  Little  Sherrington,  mansion-house,  and  lands  of  the 
annual  value  of  1302.  to  his  wife  durante  viduitate;  with  remainder, 
together  with  all  his  other  lands,  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
four  years  from  his  death,  with  remainders  over.  The  trusts  of  the 
term  were  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  ;  and  as  a  further 
provision  for  his  wife,  the  testator  directed  that,  after  two  years  of 
the  term  were  expired,  his  trustees  should  permit  her  to  receive 
the  rents  of  one  of  the  farms  of  602.  a  year,  and  after  five  years  of 

1  Van  Orden  v.  Van  Orden,  10  John.  30 ;  Jackson  v.  Churchill,  7  Cow.  287  ;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Mills,  13  Wend.  653 ;  Ball  v.  Church,  5  Hill,  206 ;  s.  o.  2  Denio,  430 ; 
Davison  v.  Davison,  3  Green  (N.  J.),  232  j  Pickett  v.  Peay,  2  Con.  Court  (Treadw.), 
746 ;  B.  0.  3  Brev.  545. 

'  Larrabee  v.  Van  Alstjne,  1  John.  307. 

*  Birmingham  v,  Eirwan,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  451. 

*  Kennedy  v.  Mills,  13  Wend.  553,  555  ;  1  Lead.  Eq.  Cas.  319  ;  4  Kent,  57,  58. 

*  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  2  Vern.  365 ;  a.  o.  3  Bro.  P.  C,  8vo.  ed.,  483. 
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the  term  were  elapsed,  to  permit  her  to  receive  the  rents  of  another 
of  the  farms  of  90Z.  a  year,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term,  so  long 
as  she  continued  a  widow.  He  then  gave  her  several  pecuniary  and 
specific  legacies,  and  appointed  her  sole  executrix.  No  mention 
was  made  in  the  will,  that  any  of-  the  above  provisions  were  to  be 
in  satisfaction  of  dower.  The  widow  proved  the  will,  possessed  the 
personal  estate,  and.  entered  upon  the  lands  devised  to  her.  She 
afterwards  recovered  her  'dower  at  law,  of  the  yearly  value  of  86?., 
and  the  lands  were  duly  assigned.  Upon  a  bill  by  the  remainder- 
man to  be  relieved  against  the  judgment.  Lord  Somers  was  of  opinion 
that  the  testamentary  dispositions  to  the  widow  were  intended  in 
satisfaction  of  her  dower,  which  intention  appeared  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  had  disposed  of  his  lands  not  limited  to  his  wife  for 
life.  This  decree  was  reversed  by  Lord  Keeper  Wright,  because, 
in  his  opinion,  there  was  nothing  in  the  will  which  showed  a  suf- 
ficiently clear  intention  that  the  widow  was  meant  to  be  excluded 
from  her  dower.  This  judgment  was  acquiesced  in  till  after  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff,  when  A.  Lawrence,  the  next  remainder-man 
became  entitled,  who  commenced  his  suit  to  be  relieved  against  the 
judgment  of  dower,  but  Lord  Cowper  declined  to  alter,  in  that 
respect,  Lord  Keeper  Wright's  decree;  upon  which  Lawrence 
appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords,  who  confirmed  Lord  Cowper's 
decree,  and  consequently  that  of  Lord  Keeper  Wright. 

8.  The  reasons  for  the'  final  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
appear  to  have  been,  that  the  devise  to  the  widow  of  a  part  of  the 
dowable  estates,  was  consistent  with  her  right  to  dower  in  the 
remainder,  and  that  notwithstanding  the  interests  which  were  given 
her  in  the  two  farms,  parcels  of  the  lands  not  devised  to  her ; 
because  her  acceptance  of  them  might  not  of  necessity  defeat  any 
of  the  trusts  of  the  term  vested  in  the  trustees,  since  the  remainder 
of  the  lands,  after  the  assignment  of  dower,  might  be  sufficient  to 
pay  the  debts  and  legacies  in  aid  of  the  personalty ;  henco  the 
implication,  that  the  testator  intended,  by  his  testamentary  dis- 
positions to  his  widow,  to  purchase  her  right  to  dower  in  the  lands 
not  given  to  her,  was  doubtful  and  conjectural,  which  is  not  sufficient 
to  put  the  widow  to  her  election  between  her  legal  right  and  the 
testamentary  benefit. 

9.  The  preceding  case  was  followed  by  Lemon  v.  Lemon.^  There, 
the  husband  devised  part  of  his  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  without 
expressing  that  they  were  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  the  residue 

^  Lemon  v.  Lemon,  8  Yin.  Ab.  Devise,  p.  366,  pi.  45. 
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of  his  estates  to  his  brother  in  fee.  The  part  devised  to  the  wife 
exceeded  the  value  of  her  dower.  The  widow  recovered  her  dower 
at  law,  to  be  relieved  against  which,  the  testator's  brother  filed  his 
bill,  but  the  bill  was  dismissed  ;  Lord  Park,  C,  declaring  that  the 
point  was  already  determined  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

10.  Again,  in  Hitchin  v.  Hitchin,^  Samuel  Hitchin,  the  plain- 
tiff's grandfather,  made  a  mortgage  for  five  hundred  years,  which 
was  satisfied,  and  after  his  death  assigned  to  Sarah,  his  widow,  who 
was  entitled  to  dower  of  his  estate,  and  died,  leaving  Gyles,  the 
plaintiff's  father,  his  son  and  heir ;  who,  being  indebted,  made  his 
will  and  devised  land  to  his  wife,  Sylvestra,  but  did  not  express  it 
to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  and  gave  the  residue  of  his  lands  to 
his  executors  until  his  debts  were  paid.  Sylvestra  recovered  dower 
at  law,  and  2202.  damages ;  upon  which,  the  heir  filed  his  bill  to  be 
relieved  against  the  judgment,  and  the  widow  also  filed  her  bill  for 
a  discovery  of  the  profits,  and  removal  of  the  term  out  of  the  way. 
The  lord  keeper,  in  delivering  judgment,  said:  ^'Sylvestra's  bill 
is  only  against  the  trustees  of  the  father  to  have  an  account  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  to  discharge  the  debts ;  you  do  not 
pretend  but  that  a  dowress  is  to  be  relieved  against  a  satisfied 
mortgage,  so  she  must  in  this  case ;  you  do  not  insist  upon  Lady 
Radnor's  case  to  be  against  it.  The  heir  must  be  relieved  against 
the  damages  until  the  debts  paid ;  let  a  master  see  whether  sufficient 
was  raised  to  pay  the  debts  and  defalcation  out  of  the  recovery ; 
the  devise  is  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  any  recompense  or  bar  of 
dower,  but  a  voluntary  gift." 

11.  In  Brown  v,  Parry,^  the  testator  died  seized  of  lands  of 
which  the  defendant,  his  widow,  was  dowable.  By  his  will  he 
devised  to  her  some  particular  estates  for  life,  and  bequeathed  to 
her  some  parts  of  his  personal  estate,  but  did  not  declare  that  the 
provision  so  made  should  be  in  bar  of  dower.  The  question  was, 
whether,  by  accepting  the  devise  and  bequests  under  the  will  of  her 
husband,  she  was  not  barred  of  her  right  to  dower;  and  Lord 
Thurlow,  0.,  held,  that  she  clearly  was  not ;  for  it  was  not  her 
husband  but  the  law  that  gave  her  dower ;  and  what  her  husband 
gave  her  was  in  addition  thereto.^ 

1  Hitchin  v.  Hitchin,  Prec.  Ch.  133,  «  Brown  v.  Parry,  2  Dick.  685. 

'  See,  also,  Sirahan  v,  Sutton,  3  Yes.  Jr.  249  ,*  Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,  2  Sch.  k 
Lef.  444  ;  Norcott  v,  Gordon,  14  Sim.  258 ;  Lord  Dorchester  v.  Earl  of  Effingham, 
Ooop.  319 ;  and  Incledon  t>.  Northcote,  3  Atk.  433,  in  which  the  interest  devised  to 
the  widow  was  reversionary. 
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12.  AmoDg  the  recent  English  cases  which  h%ye  occurred  on  this 
subject,  is  Holdich  v.  Holdich,^  where  a  testator,  after  giving  his 
wife  an  annuity  of  50?.,  gave  her  permission  to  reside  in  the  house 
in  which  they  then  liyed,  and  to  have  the  use  of  the  household 
goods  and  furniture  for  her  life  if  she  should  continue  bis  widow, 
and,  subject  thereto  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his 
son  in  fee.  Sir  J.  L.  K.  Bruce,  V.  C,  held  that  the  widow  was 
not  bound  to  elect,  remarking  that  to  put  the  wife  to  her  election 
on  the  ground  that  her  claim  was  inconsistent  with  the  intention 
of  the  testator  as  to  some  other  legatee  or  devisee,  there  must  be 
something  beyond  the  mere  gift  to  the  legatee  or  devisee.  There 
must  be  such  circumstances  attending  the  gift  as  that,  if  dower 
were  admitted,  the  legatee  or  devisee  would  be  disappointed  of  the 
enjoyment  of  the  property  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  testator.' 

13.  Decisions  to  the  same  effect  have  been  made  in  several  of 
the  American  States. 

14.  In  Jackson  v.  Churchill,'  a  husband  devised  to  his  wife  his 
dwelling-house  and  part  of  his  garden,  during  her  life  or  widow- 
hood, together  with  a  portion  of  his  personal  estate.  His  farm, 
and  the  residue  of  his  personal  property  he  divided  between  his 
two  sons;  one  of  them  to  keep  his  mother's  stock,  and  the  other  to 
aid  in  her  support,  if  she  should  request  it.  It  was  held  that  this 
was  no  bar  of  dower. 

15.  A  testator,  being  seized  of  a  dwelling-house  and  farm,  and 
of  other  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  gave  a  pecuniary  legacy  to 
his  daughter,  payable  at  twenty-one,  or  on  her  marriage ;  and  gave 
to  his  wife  the  house  and  farm  and  his  furniture  for  life,  and  one- 
third  of  his  personal  estate  absolutely,  and  then  concluded  as  fol- 
lows: '^And  after  the  death  of  my  wife,  in  case  I  should  have  no 
more  children,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  daughter, 
E.  L.,  my  said  dwelling>house  and  farm,  together  with  all  the  rest 
and  residue  of  my  personal  and  real  estate."  It  was  held  by  Wal- 
worth, Chancellor,  that,  taking  the  whole  will  together,  it  was  fairly 
inferrible  that  the  testator  intended  his  widow  should  enjoy  her 
dower  in  the  real  estate  not  specifically  devised  to  her,  as  well  as 
an  equal  third  part  of  the  personal  estate.^ 

16.  Where  a  testator  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 

1  Holdich  V,  Holdich,  2  T.  ^  G.  18 ;  ace.  Bending  v.  Bending,  3  Eaj  k  John.  257. 

«  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  677 ;  1  Bright,  H.  ft  W.  548. 

>  Jackson  v.  Churchill,  7  Cow.  287.        «  Rathbone  v.  Dyckman,  3  Paige,  9. 
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his  executors  and  irustees,  with  directions  to  them  to  lay  out  cer- 
tain portions  of  his  lands  into  village  lots,  and  to  sell  them  from 
time  to  time  as  they  might  be  wanted  for  building  lots,  and  with 
power  to  sell  any  other  parts  of  the  estate  they  might  deem  neces- 
sary to  fulfill  the  objects  of  his  will,  and  gare  to  his  widow  the 
possession  and  direction  of  his  dwelling-house  and  a  particular  farm, 
and  an  annuity  of  $2,000,  and  a  further  annuity  of  $500,  to  keep 
up  the  garden  and  improve  the  property,  and  also  the  use  of  his 
library  and  certain  pleasure  carriages,  horses,  &c. ;  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  testator's  real 
estate,  in  addition  to  the  devises  and  bequests  in  her  favor  in  the 
will.i 

17.  In  Havens  v.  Havens,^  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  for  life, 
the  house  and  lot  where  he  resided,  and  gave  to  her  various  specific 
legacies  to  a  considerable  amount.  A  portion  of  his  real  estate  he 
devised  to  his  brother  and  sisters,  and  died  intestate  as  to  the 
remainder.  It  was  held,  that  the  provisions  for  the  wife  were  not 
inconsistent  with  her  claim  of  dower  in  the  real  estate  devised  to 
the  brother  and  sisters,  nor  in  that  as  to  which  the  husband  died 
intestate. 

18.  A  testator,  by  his  last  will,  directed  that  on  his  youngest 
child  coming  of  age,  one-third  part  of  his  estate  should  be  set 
apart  and  invested  for  the  use  of  his  wife  during  her  life,  and  at 
her  death  it  was  to  be  divided  among  her  children.  The  residue 
of  his  estate  he  also  directed  to  be  divided  among  his  children. 
The  provision  in  favor  of  the  widow  was  not  declared  to  be  in  lieu 
of  dower.  It  was  decided,  that  she  was  not  bound  to  elect  between 
her  dower  and  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  will,  but  was  enti- 
tled to  both.* 

19.  In  Kennedy  v.  Nedrow,^  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  certain 
lands  in  fee,  his  household  goods  and  a  large  amount  of  other  per- 
sonal property,  and  1,0002.  in  bonds  and  bills.  He  also  gave  her 
certain  other  lands  in  fee  upon  condition  that  she  remained  his 
widow.  In  the  event  that  she  contracted  a  second  marriage  her 
interest  in  the  last  mentioned  premises  was  to  be  for  life  only,  with 
power  to  devise  the  same  to  whomsoever  she  desired  except  to  her 
second  husband  or  any  person  deriving  title  under  him.     After 

^  FaUer  v.  Yates,  8  Paige,  325.  *  Havens  v.  Havens,  1  Sandf.  Gh.  324. 

•  MUIs  V.  Mills,  28  Barb.  454.    See,  also,  Stewart  v.  McHartln,  5  Barb.  438. 

*  Kennedy  v.  Nedrow,  1  Dall.  415. 
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making  a  number  of  other  devises  and  bequests  to  various  persons, 
chiefly  to  relatives,  he  directed  that  the  residue  of  his  estate  should 
be  divided  among  his  wife  and  three  sisters,  share  and  share  alike. 
It  was  nowhere  expressed  that  the  devises  to  the  wife  should  be  in 
lieu  of  dower,  and  the  court  held  that  no  intention  to  that  effect 
could  be  collected  from  the  provisions  of  the  will.  "It  must  appear 
to  be  so  intended  by  the  words  of  the  will,"  said  the  court,  "and 
not  inferred  from  its  silence,  or  presumed  upon  conjecture.  For  no 
devise  to  a  wife,  even  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  although  ten  times 
more  valuable  than  her  dower,  will  be,  of  itself,  a  bar  of  dower; 
but  it  will  be  considered  as  a  benevolence,  and  she  is  entitled  to 
both." 

20.  In  Kelly  v.  Stinson,*  a  testator  directed  that  his  debts  should 
be  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  his  personal  property,  if  sufficient, 
leaving  the  household  furniture,  and  so  much  of  the  stock  and 
farming  utensils  as  might  be  required  to  carry  on  the  farm;  if  the 
personal  property  should  prove  insufficient,  he  directed  that  so 
much  of  his  lands  as  might  be  necessary  should  be  sold  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  leaving  to  the  last  the  lands  on  which  he 
resided.  He  next  provided  that  the  remainder  of  his  estate  should 
be  for  the  maintenance  of  his  family  and  the  schooling  of  his  chil- 
dren. He  directed  that  all  his  estate,  after  his  children  had  attained 
their  majority  and  the  decease  of  his  wife,  should  be  equally  divided 
among  the  former.  He  appointed  his  wife  his  executrix,  and  gave 
her  power  to  sell  and  convey  his  lands,  and  to  manage  his  estate 
as  she  saw  proper  for  the  maintenance  and  comfort  of  the  family, 
so  long  as  she  remained  his  widow.  In  the  event  of  her  marriage 
or  death  he  named  an  executor  to  act  in  her  place.  It  was  held 
that  these  provisions  were  not  inconsistent  with  dower. 

21.  In  Clark  v,  Griffith,^  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  for  life, 
two  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  land  and  $1,200  in  money  to  build 
her  a  house,  and  all  his  household  and  kitchen  furniture;  and  after 
other  bequests,  directed  that  at  the  death  of  his  wife,  the  real  estate 
devised  to  her  should  go  to  the  minor  heirs  of  J.  D.  It  was  held 
that  there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  such  inconsistency  between  the 
widow's  claim  of  dower  and  her  right  to  the  estate  devised  to  her 
by  the  will,  as  should  necessarily  put  her  to  an  election  between 
them. 

1  Kelly  V.  Stinson,  8  Blackf.  387.  >  Clark  v.  Griffitb,  4  Iowa,  405. 
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22.  In  Brown  v,  Caldwell,^  a  testator,  in  the  first  clause  of  his 
will,  directed  that  the  whole  of  his  estate  should  be  kept  together 
for  twelve  months,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  In  the  second  clause  he  bequeathed  as  follows:  "I  devise 
that  at  the  expiration  of  the  above  mentioned  time,  mj  wife  shall 
have  one  negro  man  named  Jim,  and  wife  Sarah,  with  her  entire 
issue;  one  negro  woman  Clarissa,  child,  and  future  issue;  one 
negro  boy  Shade;  the  one-third  of  my  household  furniture,  my 
carriage  and  horses,  to  be  hers  forever.  I  will  that  my  boy  Jesse 
remain  with  my  other  property  for  five  years  to  come;  then  to  be 
the  property  of  my  beloved  wife  forever;  also  my  whole  property 
in  the  Glenn's  Springs,  to  be  hers  forever.''  In  the  third,  fourth 
and  fifth  clauses,  he  gave  to  his  three  children  each  one-third  part 
of  his  remaining  property;  and  in  the  sixth  clause  directed  that 
all  his  property,  both  real  and  personal,  devised  to  his  children, 
should  be  kept  together  until  his  eldest  son  arrived  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one;  "then  to  be  equally  allotted  and  drawn  for  by  my 
beloved  children."  These  provisions  in  the  will  were  held  to  be 
no  bar  to  the  wife's  right  of  dower. 

23.  In  Cunningham  v.  Shannon,^  a  testator  devised  his  plantation 
and  town  house  to  his  daughter  for  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate 
use,  with  limitations,  &;c.,  and  provided  that  his  wife  should  be 
entitled  for  life,  to  use,  occupy  and  cultivate  four  hundred  acres 
of  the  plantation;  to  cut  and  haul  from  the  plantation  such  fire- 
wood and  timber  for  buildings  or  repairs  as  she  might  desire ;  and 
either  to  use  and  enjoy  his  town  house,  or  to  reside  on  his  planta- 
tion, at  her  option.  It  was  held  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
provisions  of  the  will  excluding  the  wife  from  dower  in  the  planta- 
tion, except  in  so  much  thereof  as  she  elected  to  take  under  the 
will;  and  that  she  was  bound  to  elect  whether  she  would  take  the 
town  house  for  life,  or  reside  on  the  plantation. 

24.  A  testator,  in  one  clause  of  his  will,  devised  property  to  his 
wife,  and  directed  that  "the  provision  herein  made  by  me  for  my 
said  wife  shall  be  in  lieu  and  bar,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of,  and 
for  all  dower  and  thirds,  of,  or  in  all  or  any  part  of  my  goods, 
chattels,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  whatever  else  she 
may  in  any  manner  claim  and  demand,  of,  in,  or  out  of  any  of  my 
estate,  real  and  personal."     To  A.,  his  son,  the  testator  devised 

^  Brown  v.  Caldwell,  I  Speer's  Eq.  322. 

*  Gunningham  v.  Shaanon,  4  Rich.  Bq.  135. 
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real  estate  for  life,  remainder  to  his  children  that  should  be  living 
at  his  death ;  and  in  default  of  such  children,  declared  that  the 
property  so  given  to  his  son  should  ^'revert  to  his  estate/'  and 
devised  the  lands  so  reverting  to  his  "own  right  heirs  forever." 
A.  died  without  issue.  Held,  that  the  widow,  as  one  of  the  testa- 
tor's right  heirs,  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  property  devised  to 
A.,  and  that  she  was  not  excluded  by  the  provision  made  for  her 
in  the  clause  above  stated.^ 

25.  It  seems  that  the  same  principle  applies  where  the  devise  is 
made  by  a  third  person.  Thus,  where  lands  descended  to  a  son, 
subject  to  a  right  of  dower  in  favor  of  his  mother,  and  the  son 
devised  a  part  of  the  lands  to  his  mother,  and  the  residue  to  the 
defendant  in  the  action,  but  omitted  to  make  any  declaration  show- 
ing an  intention  to  dispose  of  the  whole  estate,  including  the  right 
of  dower,  or  to  require  his  mother  to  elect  between  her  dower  and 
the  devise  to  her,  and  no  such  intention  being  deducible  by  clear 
and  manifest  implication  from  the  provisions  of  the  will,  it  was 
held  that  the  presumption  was  that  the  testator  intended  only  to 
devise  to  the  defendant  his  own  estate  in  the  premises,  subject  to 
the  right  of  dower  therein.* 

Devise  of  lands  in  trust  for  sale. 

26.  A  devise  of  lands  out  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable,  upon 
a  trust  for  sale,  is  not  inconsistent  with  her  claim  to  dower  out  of 
those  lands,  even  though  the  interest  of  a  part  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  is  given  to  her.  Thus,  in  Ellis  v.  Lewis,'  a  testator  devised 
all  his  real  estate  to  a  trustee,  upon  trust  for  sale,  with  power  to  con- 
vey the  same  to  purchasers  without  the  concurrence  of  any  person 
or  persons  beneficially  claiming  under  his  will ;  and  he  directed  the 
trustee  to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  together 
with  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  upon  trust  to  pay  one  moiety 
of  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof  to  his  wife  during  her  widow- 
hood, and  the  other  moiety  of  such  interest  and  dividends  (and  the 
whole  after  his  wife's  decease  or  second  marriage)  to  his  sister  for 
her  life,  with  remainder,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  trust  funds,  to  the 
children  of  the  testator's  sister  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
survivor ;  remainder  over.   It  was  held  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  V.  C, 

^  Seabrook  v.  Seabrook,  10  Rich.  Eq.  495. 

*  Leonard  v.  Steele,  4  Barb.  20.  >  Ellis  v.  Lewis,  3  Hare,  310. 
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that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  both  her  dower  and  the  benefit  given 
to  her  by  the  will.  "I  take  the  law,"  observed  his  honor,  "to  be 
clearly  settled  at  this  day,  that  a  devise  of  lands  eo  nomine^  upon 
trnst  for  sale,  or  a  devise  of  lands  eo  nomine  to  a  devisee  benefi- 
cially, does  not,  per  se^  express  an  intention  to  devise  the  lands 
otherwise  than  subject  to  its  legal  incidents,  that  of  dower  included. 
There  must  be  something  more  in  the  will,  something  inconsistent 
with  the  enjoyment  by  the  widow  of  her  dower  by  metes  and  bounds, 
or  the  devise  standing  alone  will  be  construed  as  I  have  stated. . . . 
If  that  be  so,  it  is  impossible,  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  lands  upon 
trusts  for  sale,  that  any  direction  for  the  application  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  sale  can  afiect  the  case.  The  devise  is  of  land  subject  to 
dower.  The  trust  to  sell  is  a  trust  subject  to  dower;  and  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  will  represent  the  gross  value  of  the  estate,  minus 
the  value  of  the  dower.  Whatever  direction,  therefore,  for  the 
mere  distribution  of  the  proceeds  the  will  may  contain,  that  direc- 

tion  must  leave  the  widow's  right  to  dower  untoudhed I  found 

myself  upon  these  two  propositions :  first,  that  a  devise  of  land  upon 
trusts  for  sale  does  not,  per  «e,  import  an  intention  to  pass  the 
land  otherwise  than  as  subject  to  the  legal  incident  of  dower;  and 
secondly,  that  the  direction  to  divide  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  can 
not  decide  what  the  subject  of  sale  is ;  and  there  is  no  circumstance 
affecting  the  proposition  in  its  application  to  the  present  case." 

27.  The  case  of  French  v.  Davies,^  is  a  direct  authority  for  the 
proposition  above  laid  down.  There,  the  testator  devised  to  trustees 
(his  wife  being  one  of  them)  all  his  freehold  estates  to  sell ;  with  a 
direction  that  the  proceeds  were  to  form  part  of  his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate.  He  then  gave  to  her  leasehold  premises,  and  a  variety 
of  articles  of  household  goods,  &c.,  and  a  legacy  of  1002.,  with 
liberty  to  reside  in  his  mansion-house;  and  if  she  declined  to  do 
so,  ordered  it  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  to  be  applied  as  the  pro- 
duce of  his  freehold  estates.  He  also  gave  to  his  wife  the  interest 
of  2,0002.  durante  viduitate;  but  if  she  married,  then  half  of  the 
principal  was  to  fall  into  his  residuary  personal  estate,  and  the 
interest  of  the  other  half  was  to  be  paid  to  her  separate  use.  The 
trustees  were  also  to  permit  her  the  enjoyment,  during  widowhood, 
of  his  plate,  &c.,  which  were  to  be  sold  after  her  death  or  marriage, 
and  the  proceeds  applied  as  the  produce  of  his  freehold  and  lease- 


1  French  v.  DavieSi  2  Yes.  Jr.  572. 


426  THE  LAW  OP  DOWBR.  [CH.   XVI. 

hold  estates.  The  testator  then  directed  his  trustees  to  place  his 
residuary  personal  estate  at  interest,  and  to  transfer  one-eighth 
part  of  the  capital  to  three  of  his  adult  children ;  and  to  apply  the 
interest  of  the  remainder  for  the  support  of  his  infant  children  till 
twenty-one  or  marriage ;  and  then  to  transfer  to  them  the  capital. 
Benefit  of  survivorship  was  given  among  them,  in  the  event  of  all 
of  them,  except  one,  dying  before  the  residue  could  be  ascertained, 
or  their  shares  became  payable;  but  if  all  of  them  died  before  the 
happening  of  either  of  those  events,  he  gave  the  whole  of  his  resi- 
duary estate  to  his  wife  and  B.  and  C.  absolutely,  in  equal  shares. 
The  principal  question  was,  whether  the  widow  could  be  compelled 
to  elect  between  the  benefits  given  to  her  by  the  will  and  her  dower 
out  of  the  freehold  estate,  which  was  sold  with  her  consent.  Lord 
Alvanley,  M.  R.,  determined  that  she  was  entitled  to  dower,  and 
also  to  the  provisions  made  for  her  by  the  will ;  being  of  opinion 
that  none  of  the  dispositions  of  the  will  raised  an  implication  of 
clear  intention  in  the  testator  to  exclude  his  widow  from  dowen 
That  her  claim  to  dower  did  not  disappoint  any  of  the  dispositions 
of  the  will,  nor  was  it  inconsistent  with  the  testamentary  benefits; 
and  his  lordship  observed,  with  reference  to  the  direction  for  the 
sale,  as  the  wife  consented  to  take  the  value  of  her  dower  out  of 
the  purchase-money,  it  would  not  havjB  the  effect  of  obstructing  the 
sale  any  more  than  the  incumbrance  of  any  stranger;  and  in  regard 
to  the  husband  being  ignorant  of  the  wife's  right  to  dower,  that 
was  not  suJEBcient  to  put  her  to  election ;  it  must  appear  that  he  did 
know  it  and  meant  to  bar  her;  so  that  what  she  demanded  was 
repugnant  to  the  provision. 

28.  In  Gibson  v.  Gibson,^  a  testator  gave  all  his  freehold  and 
leasehold  messuages,  tenements,  &c.,  to  trustees  for  all  his  estate 
and  interest  therein,  in  trust  to  sell  and  apply  the  proceeds  in 
manner  thereinafter  declared ;  he  then  gave  certain  legacies  out  of 
his  personal  estate ;  and  the  residue  thereof,  together  with  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  derived  from  the  sale  of  his  freehold  and  leasehold 
estate  he  directed  to  be  divided  into  four  parts;  one-fourth  he 
gave  to  his  wife,  and  the  other  three-fourths  to  certain  other  rela- 
tives. Among  other  legacies,  sums  of  money  were  given  in  unequal 
amounts  to  his  wife  and  the  other  devisees.  The  testator,  after 
the  date  of  his  will,  had  leased  parts  of  his  estates  for  terms  of 

^  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  17  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  349;  I  Drewry,  42. 
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years,  with  an  option  to  the  lessees  to  purchase,  and  had  permitted 
one  lessee  to  erect  huildings,  which  had  been  done,  and  the  estate 
was  thereby  greatly  improved.  It  was  held  that  the  widow  of  the 
testator  was  not  to  be  put  to  her  election,  bat  was  entitled  to  dower, 
as  well  as  to  the  benefits  given  her  by  the  will.^ 

29.  This  principle  was  applied  by  Walworth,  Chancellor,  to  the 
case  of  Wood  v.  Wood.^  There,  a  testator  had  devised  all  his 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  a  trustee  to  be  sold,  and  directed  that 
after  certain  expenses  were  paid,  the  interest  on  one-third  of  the 
whole  fund  should  be  paid  to  the  widow  during  her  widowhood; 
and  in  case  of  her  marriage,  one-third  of  that  third.  The  chan- 
cellor said:  '^  Although  the  testator  directs  all  his  estate  to  be  sold, 
and  one-third  of  the  proceeds  to  be  invested  for  the  use  of  his  wife 
during  her  widowhood,  it  does  not  appear,  by  any  necessary  impli- 
cation from  the  will  itself,  that  he  intended  this  provision  to  be  in 
lieu  of  dower  in  the  real  estate  of  which  he  died  seized.  The 
widow,  is  not,  therefore,  obliged  to  elect  between  that  provision 
and  her  dower.  The  question  has  frequently  been  discussed  in  the 
English  court  of  chancery,  how  far,  and  when,  a  legacy  or  annuity 
to  the  wife,  charged  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  there  have  been 
many  conflicting  decisions  on  the  subject.  I  am  satisfied,  however, 
from  an  examination  of  the  American  as  well  as  the  English  cases, 
that  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  to  trus- 
tees, to  be  converted  into  money,  without  any  particular  designation 
of  the  real  property  to  be  sold,  and  giving  to  the  widow  an  annuity 
or  other  provision  out  of  such  mixed  fund,  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  testator  intended  that  her  interest  in  the  land,  as 
tenant  in  dower,  should  be  sold  as  a  part  of  the  estate,  so  as  to 
make  it  necessary  for  the  widow  to  elect  between  such  dower  and 
the  provision  contained  in  the  will.  The  widow  in  the  present  case 
is  therefore  entitled  to  both."* 

80.  But  in  the  case  of  Savage  v.  Burnham,^  a  provision  made  for 
a  widow  under  a  trust  vesting  the  entire  legal  estate  in  the  trustees, 
was  declared  to  be  inconsistent  with  a  right  of  dower.  In  that  case, 
the  testator  devised  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  upon  these  trusts : 
1.  To  sell  the  real  estate  after  the  death  of  the  widow ;  2.  That 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  586 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  568. 

»  Wood  V.  Wood,  5  Paige,  696.  »  See,  also,  Irving  v,  De  Kay,  9  Paige,  621. 

*  Savage  v.  Barnham,  17  N.  T.  661. 
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she  should,  during  her  life,  receive  and  take  to  her  own  use  one- 
third  part  of  the  clear  yearly  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  ; 
the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits/until  the  sale  of  the  real  estate, 
to  be  deemed  part  of  the  personal  estate  and  subject  to  the  same 
dispositions ;  which  were,  8.  To  apply  the  income  to  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  six  sons  and  four  daughters,  named  in  the  will,  in 
equal  shares,  until  the  sons  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  the  daughters  attain  that  age  or  be  married  respectively ; 
4.  To  pay  or  transfer  the  principal  in  equal  shares  to  the  sons  and 
daughters,  the  shares  of  the  sons  to  become  vested  at  twenty-one, 
and  then  to  be  paid  or  transferred ;  the  shares  of  the  daughters  to 
be  vested  in  the  trustees,  the  income  to  be  paid  to  them  after  twenty- 
one  or  marriage,  during  life,  and  upon  the  death  of  each  daughter 
leaving  issue,  her  share  to  go  to  and  vest  in  such  issue. 

81.  In  South  Carolina,  it  has  been  decided,  that  a  devise  of  lands 
to  trustees  to  sell,  or  with  directions  to  executors  to  sell,  passes  the 
estate  subject  to  dower ;  and  where  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
wife  all  the  property  which  he  had  obtained  by  her  in  marriage, 
and  directed  that  his  estate  should  be  sold  to  pay  his  debts  and 
provide  for  his  children,  it  was  held  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to 
dower,  notwithstanding  she  had  accepted  the  legacy,  and  that  the 
sale  of  the  land  must  be  subject  to  that  right.^ 

Devise  to  widow  of  the  entire  estate. 

82.  The  above  cases  relate  principally  to  the  obligation  of  the 
widow  to  elect  between  such  of  the  lands  as  are  devised  to  her  by 
her  husband  and  the  dower  in  the  residue  of  his  estate ;  but  they 
say  nothing  as  to  the  question  whether,  when  the  whole  of  the  lands 
are  devised  to  her,  she  may  take  two-thirds  of  them  as  a  purchaser 
under  the  will,  and  the  remaining  one-third  under  her  title  to  dower. 
The  principle,  however,  upon  which  these  cases  were  decided, 
appears  equally  to  apply  to  this  subject.  ^*  There  is  no  more  incon* 
sistency,"  Mr.  Roper  remarks,  "between  the  widow's  right  to 
dower  in  the  lands  devised  to  her,  and  her  interest  in  them  under 
the  devise,  than  in  the  above  cases.  The  husband  might  intend 
that  she  should  take  no  other  interest  in  the  lands  bequeathed  to 
her  than  under  his  will,  or  he  might  mean  to  pass  to  her  his  interest 
subject  to  her  title  to  dower.     His  intention  is  dubious;  which  is 

^  Gordon  v,  Stevens,  2  Hill,  Ch.  46. 
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not  rendered  more  clear  from  any  inconsistency  between  the  con- 
current enjoyment  of  her  two  rights,  the  one  under  the  will,  and 
the  other  by  the  proyision  of  the  law.  For  want,  therefore,  of  this 
clear  implication  of  intention  from  the  contents  of  the  will,  that  the 
testator  intended  what  he  had  given  to  his  widow  should  be  held 
and  enjoyed  under  his  will  and  by  no  other  title,  it  would  seem  that 
she  may,  in  general,  elect  to  take  the  lands  devised  to  her  both 
under  the  will  and  her  title  to  endowment.  This  may  be  of  great 
advantage  to  her  when  her  husband  dies  in  embarrassed  circum- 
stances ;  for,  as  to  one-third  of  the  estate  she  would  enjoy  it  under 
a  paramount  title  free  from  his  incumbrances  during  the  marriage ; 
and  for  the  other  two-thirds  she  would  be  liable  to  contribute  with 
the  owners  of  the  remainder  of  the  lands,  in  discharge  of  the  incum- 
brances."^ 

88.  Cases  have  arisen  in  the  United  States  involving  a  practical 
application  of  the  foregoing  doctrine.  Thus,  in  Church  v.  Bull,*  a 
testator  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  during 
her  life,  or  so  long  as  she  should  remain  his  widow  ;  and  after  her 
death,  or  remarriage,  he  gave  all  his  property,  except  some  small 
legacies  which  were  bequeathed  to  his  daughters,  to  his  three  sons. 
But  he  did  not  state  in  his  will,  that  he  intended  this  provision  for 
his  wife  to  be  in  lieu  of  her  dower  in  his  real  estate  after  the  deter- 
mination of  such  provision,  by  her  remarriage.  The  wife,  having 
survived  her  husband,  entered  and  occupied  under  the  will  for  several 
years,  and  then  married  a  second  husband.  It  was  held  that  she 
was  entitled  to  dower.  "No  question  of  dower  could  arise  while 
she  continued  a  widow,"  said  the  chancellor,  "as  she  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  whole  during  that  time.  And  the  subsequent 
devise  of  Jbis  whole  real  estate  to  his  three  sons  is  not  necessarily 
inconsistent  with  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that  his 
wife  should  be  left  to  her  legal  right  of  dower  alone  for  her  support, 
after  the  particular  estate  which  had  been  devised  to  her  had  been 
determined  by  her  marriage.  .  .  .  Primd  facie^  the  devise  of  the 
testator's  whole  real  estate  to  his  three  sons  after  that  time,  did  not, 
per  86  express  an  intention  to  devise  such  real  estate  otherwise  than 
subject  to  its  legal  incidents,  one  of  which  legal  incidents  was  the 
widow's  common  law  right  of  dower  therein." 


1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  582. 

>  Church  V.  Bull,  2  Denio,  430;  s.  o.  6  HiU,  206. 
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34.  The  question  again  came  up  in  Lewis  v.  Smith,^  where  it  was 
explicitly  determined  that  a  devise  of  the  testator's  whole  estate  to 
his  widow  for  life,  with  remainders  over,  is  not  a  provision  in  lieu 
of  dower,  unless  such  intention  be  implied  from  other  terms  of  the 
will ;  and  that  the  widow  may  take  one-third  of  the  estate  as  dow* 
ress  and  the  residue  as  devisee.  The  lands  devised  were  subject  to 
a  mortgage  executed  by  the  husband  alone  during  the  coverture. 
^^  There  is  no  person  who  takes  an  interest  under  the  will  during 
her  lifetime,"  observed  Denio,  J.,  "with  which  the  claim  of  dower 
will  conflict ;  and  as  to  herself  there  is  no  incongruity  in  her  taking 
one-third  of  the  unsold  land  as  dowress,  and  two-thirds  as  devisee. 
The  former  she  will  hold  by  a  title  paramount  to  the  mortgage,  and 
the  other  is  subject  to  that  incumbrance.  The  mortgagee,  it  is  true, 
may  be  disappointed  in  finding  his  lien  less  extensive  than  that 
which  the  instrument  professed  to  confer  on  him,  but  that  conse- 
quence does  not  arise  out  of  the  will,  but  from  an  act  not  testa- 
mentary, and  by  which  the  wife  can  not  be  affected/*^ 

35.  In  Sanford  v.  Jackson,^  a  testator  devised  all  his  property, 
real  and  personal,  to  his  wife  and  two  other  persons,  to  be  kept  for 
her  use  and  support  so  long  as  she  should  continue  his  widow,  and 
until  his  youngest  child  should  become  of  age,  and  then  dir.ected 
that  all  his  property  should  be  equally  divided  among  his  children. 
The  wife  survived  the  testator  and  contracted  a  second  marriage. 
It  was  decided  that  the  devise  in  her  favor  was  not  inconsistent 
with  her  claim  of  dower  in  the  testator's  real  estate  after  his 
youngest  child  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  that  her 
acceptance  of  the  devise  did  not  bar  her  right. 

86.  In  a  case  determined  in  Pennsylvania,  a  testator  devised  to 
his  wife,  during  her  widowhood,  the  front  room  in  his  farm-house, 
a  cellar,  and  the  common  use  of  the  kitchen,  oven,  and  draw-well. 
He  also  gave  her,  in  consideration  of  her  schooling  and  well  edu- 
cating the  children,  the  profits  of  his  farm  until  his  sons  came  of 
age  to  possess  it.  He  then  ordered  his  farm  to  be  divided  into  two 
parts,  one  of  which  he  gave  to  one  son,  reserving  a  privilege  of 
water  for  the  part  which  he  gave  to  another  son,  upon  their  respec- 
tively coming  of  age  ;  and  directed  one  of  the  sons  to  keep  a  horse 
and  cow  for  the  wife,  and  to  cut  and  lay  firewood  at  her  door  during 

1  Lewis  V,  Smith,  5  Seld.  502 ;  s.  o.  11  Barb.  152  ;  9  Leg.  Obe.  292. 
<  See  Cornell  v.  Ham,  2  Clarice  (Iowa),  652. 
*  Sanford  v,  Jackson,  1 0  Paige,  266. 
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her  widowhood.     It  was  held  that  the  devises  to  the  latter  were  not 
in  lieu  of  dower.^ 

ST.  There  is,  however,  a  conflict  in  the  authorities  upon  this  sub- 
ject, some  of  the  courts  holding  that  a  devise  to  the  wife  during 
widowhood,  or  during  life,  is  an  implied  exclusion  of  dower  in  the 
same  lands,  upon  the  ground  that  the  two  estates  ^an  not  exist 
together;  especially  if  coupled  with  a  direction  that  upon  her 
remarriage,  all  her  interest  in  the  testator's  estate  shall  cease.^  In 
Stark  V.  Hunton,^  the  will  of  the  testator  directed  that  all  debts  and 
expenses  should  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  and  such  real 
estate  as  was  for  that  purpose  designated  in  the  will.  Then  fol- 
lowed this  devise :  "  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife  Jane, 
all  mj  tavern  house  and  lot  where  I  now  live,  together  with  all  the 
furniture  and  stock  in  the  same ;  to  have  and  to  hold  to  my  said 
wife  Jane,  during  her  natural  life,  provided  she  remains  my  widow; 
but  in  case  she  should  marry  again,  then  it  is  my  will  that  my  said 
tavern  house  and  lot  and  furniture  be  disposed  of  according  to  law." 
^^ I  think,"  remarked  the  chancellor,  ''the  manifest  intention  of 
the  testator  was,  that  the  devise  to  the  wife  should  be  in  lieu  of  her 
dower,  at  least  in  the  premises  thus  devised.  He  never  intended 
that  ^he  should  hold  one-third  part  of  this  tavern  house  as  dowress, 
and  the  remaining  two-thirds  as  devisee.  It  was  one  property,  not 
susceptible  of  convenient  division.  The  devise  was  of  the  whole, 
and  the  object  was  one  entire  object,  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and 
children.  Some  of  the  cases  have  been  liberal  in  support  of  the 
widow's  claim  for  dower ;  but  I  do  not  find  one  that  goes  so  far  as 
to  maintain  that  where  certain  property  is  given  to  a  wife  during 
her  widowhood,  that  she  is  also  entitled  to  claim  dower  out  of  that 
same  property.  The  two  claims  are  inconsistent,  and  can  not  stand 
together."* 

38.  In  Caston  t;.  Gaston,^  a  testator  devised  his  plantation  and  a 
number  of  negroes  to  his  wife  during  her  widowhood,  charging  the 


1  Webb  V.  Evans,  1  Binn.  565,  1  YeateSj  424.  See,  also,  M'GulIough  v.  Allen,  3 
Yeates,  10 ;  Ghappel  v,  Avery,  6  Conn.  31  ,*  Wood  v.  Wood,  5  Paige,  596 ;  ante,  2  31. 

*  1  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  319.  As  to  the  rule  prevailing  where  an  estate  is  giving  during 
widowhood  expressly  in  lien  of  dower,  see  post,  {J  73-83. 

'  Stark  V.  Han  ton,  Sazton,  216. 

<  See  this  case  commented  on  by  Walworth,  Ghancellor,  in  Sanford  v.  Jackson, 
10  Paige,  266,  272-3. 

B  Gaston  v,  Gaston,  2  Rich.  Eq.  1. 
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same  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the  support  of  his  minor 
children.  The  wife  occupied  and  enjoyed  the  property  for  eleven 
years,  and  then  filed  her  bill  claiming  dower  in  the  plantation.  It 
was  held  that  she  could  not  take  the  plantation  under  the  will,  and 
claim  dower  in  it  also,  and  that  her  conduct  suflSciently  indicated 
her  election  to  take  under  the  will. 

89.  In  Wilson  v.  Hayne,^  a  testator  bequeathed  property  to  his 
wife  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as  she  remained  his  widow,  with 
remainders  over  at  her  death.  The  will  further  provided,  that  in 
the  event  of  a  second  marriage,  the  estate  given  to  the  wife  should 
*'  devolve  upon  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  said  will,  as  if  she, 
my  said  wife,  had  departed  this  life ;  my  will  being  that  she  shall 
have  no  interest  whatever  in  my  estate  after  her  second  marriage.'* 
This  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  implication  of  an  intent  to  exclude 
the  wife  from  her  dower. 

40.  In  Hamilton  v.  Buckwalter,^  it  was  determined  that  a  devise 
to  a  wife  of  lands  during  widowhood  is  a  bar  of  dower,  though  not 
so  expressed.  '^It  appears,*'  said  the  court,  ^Hhat  all  the  testa- 
tor's lands  in  Lampeter  township  were  devised  to  the  widow  during 
her  natural  life,  or  widowhood;  and  the  rest  of  his  lands  were 
devised  to  Robert  Patton,  the  eldest  son,  for  six  years.  ,The 
devises  are  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  dower.  The 
widow  could  not  hold  the  lands  in  Lampeter  township  under  the 
will,  and  the  eldest  son  hold  the  residue  of  the  lands,  while  she 
held  in  dower  the  one-third  part  of  both  tracts  at  common  law." 
So  in  Greacraft  v.  Dille,'  it  was  held  that  a  devise  by  the  husband 
of  one-third  of  bis  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  and  the  use  of  one- 
third  of  his  lands  while  she  remained  his  widow,  and  also  one  cow, 
over  and  above  her  thirds;  and  all  the  rest  of  his  estate  to  his 

1  Wilson  t».  Hayne,  1  Cheves,  Eq.  2d  part,  37. 

*  Hamilton  v.  Back  waiter,  2  Yeates,  389. 

»  Greacraft  v.  Dille,  3  Yeates,  79 ;  s.  o.  Addison,  350.  Chancellor  Walworth  has 
the  following  observations  upon  the  cases  cited  in  this  section :  ^^The  case  of  Grea- 
craft and  Wife  v.  Dille  appears  to  have  been  decided  upon  the  equitable  principle 
of  an  agreement  between  the  testator  and  his  wife,  that  she  should  accept  the  pro- 
vision in  the  will  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  dower.  In  Hamilton  v.  Buckwalter,  the 
decision  was  against  the  widow  upon  the  ground  that  the  will  expressly  provided 
that  in  case  of  her  second  marriage  she  should  leane  the  plantation  in  Lampeter 
township,  which  was  devised  to  her  for  life,  or  during  her  widowhood,  on  receiving 
a  certain  pecuniary  compensation ;  which  provision  for  leaving  the  lands  the  court 
considered  as  wholly  inconsistent  with  a  claim  to  retain  one-third  of  the  plantation 
for  her  dower.''    Sanford  v.  Jackson,  10  Paige,  266,  273. 
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children,  would  bar  the  widow  of  her  dower  on  the  acceptance  of 
the  devise. 


Interests  in  futuro  devised  to  the  widow. 

41.  If  the  interest  devised  to  the  widow  in  the  estate  be  not  in 
prsesenti^  but  in  futuro^  she  may  enjoy  that  interest  consistently 
with  her  dower ;  and  there  arises  no  clear  implication  of  an  inten- 
tion from  the  devise  of  such  an  interest,  that  the  testator  meant  to 
exclude  her  immediate  title  to  dower.  The  result,  therefore,  is, 
that  a  sufficient  case  will  not  be  made  to  put  the  widow  to  elect 
between  her  present  title  to  dower  in  the  lands  and  her  future 
interest  in  the  same  under  the  will. 

42.  Thus,  in  Incledon  v.  Northcote,^  the  wife  was  entitled  to  a 
portion  of  5,000?.,  charged  upon  her  father's  property,  which  her 
husband  extinguished,  and  made  no  settlement  upon  her.  Of  the 
estates  of  which  he  died  seized,  his  widow  was  only  entitled  to 
dower  out  of  one  called  the  Northcote  estate.  By  his  will,  he 
devised  his  real  and  personal  estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  as  to  par- 
ticular parts  of  them  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  in  trust  as  to  his 
residuary  personal  estate  and  his  real  estates  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
then  to  raise  5,000Z.  for  children's  portions;  and  as  to  his  real 
estates,  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  son  and  sons  successively 
in  tail,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  daughters,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  his  wife  for  life.  The  testator  added  a  codicil  to  his 
will,  which  formed  no  ingredient  in  the  court's  judgment  upon  the 
widow's  claim  to  dower  in  the  Northcote  estate.  To  this  claim  of 
the  widow  it  was  objected  that  the  devises  in  the  will  clashed  and 
were  inconsistent  with  it;  because  the  husband  gave  to  her  the 
very  estate  in  remainder  out  of  which  she  demanded  dower,  so  that 
she  ought  to  take  either  totally  under  the  will,  or  totally  to  reject 
it.  But  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  nothing  was  given  to  her  by 
the  will  except  a  specific  legacy  of  personal  estate,  and  a  remainder 
for  life  in  her  husband's  real  estate,  in  default  of  issue  male  and 
female  by  himself.  And  he  was  of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  such 
inconsistency  between  the  widow's  title  to  dower  and  the  disposi- 
tions made  by  the  will,  as  to  lay  her  under  the  necessity  of  electing 
between  her  legal  right  and  the  remainder  devised  to  her  in  the 


1  Incledon  v,  Northcote,  3  Atk.  430. 
VOL.  II.  28 
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same  estate  of  which  she  claimed  dower,  or  the  other  benefits  given 
to  her  by  the  will.^ 

Devise  of  rent  or  annuity  cliarged  upon  lands  of  which  the  widow 

is  dowable. 

48.  To  the  cases  upon  this  division  of  the  subject  the  same  prin- 
ciples must  be  applied  as  have  been  before  stated.  In  order  to 
oblige  the  widow  to  elect  between  the  rent  or  annuity  devised  to  or 
in  trust  for  her  and  her  dower  of  the  lands  charged  with  it,  a  clear 
implication  must  arise  from  the  will  and  the  provisions  contained 
in  it  on  the  ground  of  inconsistency  between  them  and  the  title  to 
dower,  that  the  latter  was  intended  to  be  purchased  by  the  former^ 
and  that  the  benefits  under  the  will  were  meant  to  be  the  only 
interests  which  the  widow  should  have  or  be  entitled  to  in  the 
premises. 

44.  A  mere  gift  to  trustees  of  the  dowable  estate  does  not  of 
itself  raise  the  implication  that  the  dower  of  the  wife  was  intended 
to  be  barred,^  and  it  is  conceived  that  a  devise  of  an  annuity  or 
rent  charge  to  her  out  of  the  dowable  estate,  whether  secured  or 
not  by  an  express  clause  of  entry  and  distress,  will  not  have  that 
efifect,  since  it  does  not,  as  is  presumed,  manifest  a  clear  implication 
of  the  testator's  intention  that  the  widow  should  take  no  other 
interest  in  the  lands  charged  than  that  given  by  the  will;  for  there 
is  no  inconsistency  between  the  enjoyment  under  the  *devise  and 
the  assignment  of  dower.  The  widow  may  have  her  dower  assigned 
of  one-third  of  the  estate,  and  receive  her  annuity  or  rent  charge 
out  of  the  remainder.'  It  is  no  objection  to  say  that  the  rent  charge 
or  annuity  and  the  remedies  provided  for  payment  of  it  were  given 
and  secured  out  of  the  whole  of  the  estate,  which  the  widow  defeats 
by  having  her  dower  of  a  third  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her,  and 
thence  to  raise  an  implication  that  it  was  not  intended  she  should 
have  both ;  because  the  husband  might  be,  or  he  is  supposed  to  be, 
acquainted  with  his  wife's  title  to  dower  affecting  his  estate,  and 
he  may  have  meant,  in  charging  it  with  the  annuity  or  rent  charge, 
to  have  done  so  subject  to  his  wife's  title  to  dower,  i.  e.j  to  charge 
the  interest  which  he  had  in  the  property  to  the  extent  only  of 
such  interest,  leaving  his  widow's  title  to  dower  untouched.    Hence 

1  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  585  ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  657. 

*  Ante,  {{  26-31.  »  1  Bro.  C.  C.  292. 
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it  appears  that  the  implication  of  intention  to  exclude  the  right  to 
dower,  by  the  grant  to  the  widow  of  an  annuity  or  rent  charge  out 
of  the  dowable  estate,  is  at  least  equivocal;  it  does  not  amount  to 
that  clear  and  certain  manifestation  of  intention  which  we  have 
seen  to  be  necessary  to  oblige  the  wife  to  elect  between  the  provi- 
sion under  her  husband's  will  and  her  dower. 

45.  Upon  the  same  reasoning,  if,  after  the  devise  of  an  annuity 
to  the  widow  out  of  the  dowable  lands,  the  testator  expressly 
bequeath  them  to  A.  by  the  terms  "all  my  estate  subject  to  the 
charge  aforesaid,"  still  the  widow  will  not,  as  it  would  seem,  be 
obliged  to  elect  between  her  dower  and  the  annuity,  because  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  exclude  dower  still  remains  dubious, 
since  by  the  words  "all  my  estate,"  he  may  only  intend  to  pass  to 
A.  such  interest  as  he  has  the  power  to  dispose  of,  i.  e.,  subject  to 
the  widow's  title  to  dower;  and  then  the  subsequent  devise  of  the 
lands,  subject  to  the  annuity,  referring  to  such  interest,  raises  no 
implication  of  clear  intention  from  inconsistency  between  the  right 
to  dower  and  the  limitation  of  the  estate,  as  to  render  it  necessary 
to  oblige  the  widow  to  elect  between  her  annuity  and  dower.* 

46.  In  Pitts  V.  Snowden,*  the  husband  devised  to  his  widow  an 
annuity  of  50^.,  payable  out  of  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates, 
to  be  made  good  out  of  his  personal  property;  and  subject  to  the 
annuity  he  devised  the  premises  to  his  children,  &c.  For  securing 
such  annuity,  powers  of  entry  and  distress  were  given;  and  Lord 
Uardwicke  decided  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  both  her  dower 
and  the  annuity. 

47.  In  this  case  it  is  observable  that  the  annuity  did  not  issue 
out  of  the  dowable  estate  alone,  but  out  of  a  mixed  fund  consisting 
of  copyhold  and  freehold  property;  a  circumstance  relied  upon  in 
some  of  the  cases  after  mentioned.  Hence,  the  implication  that 
the  annuity  was  intended  in  lieu  of  the  widow's  claim  upon  only 
one  of  the  funds  charged,  was  weakened,  since  an  inference  arose 
from  that  circumstance,  that  the  widow,  having  no  such  claim  upon 
the  copyhold  as  she  had  upon  the  freehold  estate,  and  both  being 
equally  charged  with  the  annuity,  the  testator,  in  making  such 
grant  and  charge  upon  both  of  them,  intended  the  annuity  as  a 
bounty  to  her,  and  not  as  a  condition  to  her  giving  up  any  right 


1  See  2  Ves.  Jr.  580 ;  and  Sir  WiUiam  Grant's  obseryaiions  in  Chalmers  v.  Storil, 
2  Ves.  k  Bea.  222. 
*  Pitts  V.  Snowden,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  292,  note. 
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or  claim  upon  one  fund,  viz.,  his  freehold  estate.  It  is,  however, 
presumed,  for  the  reasons  stated  previously  to  the  introduction  of 
the  case,  that  if  the  charge  of  the  annuity  had  been  confined  to  the 
freehold  property,  the  widow  would  have  been  entitled  to  both  the 
annuity  and  her  dower,  and  that  no  case  of  election  would  have 
been  raised. 

48.  The  case  which  followed  was  that  of  Arnold  v.  Kempstead,^ 
before  Lord  Northington.  There,  the  husband  bequeathed  to  his 
wife  two  leasehold  houses  for  life,  and  also  an  annuity  of  10/. 
durante  viduitate^  out  of  rents  of  freehold  estates  in  which  she  was 
entitled  to  dower.  Subject  to  the  annuity,  he  devised  the  freehold 
property  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee.  There  were  not 
any  clauses  of  entry  and  distress  for  the  arrears  of  the  annuity. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  and 
also  to  the  annuity,  or  was  obliged  to  elect  between  them.  And 
it  was  decreed  that  she  ought  to  elect,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator  to  give  her  the  annuity  in 
satisfaction  of  dower,  and  that  the  latter  claim  was  in  contradiction 
to  the  will. 

49.  The  case  of  Pitts  v.  Snowden  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
cited  in  Arnold  v,  Kempstead.  Between  the  two  cases  these  dif- 
ferences may  be  remarked,  that  in  the  latter  the  annuity  is  given 
solely  out  of  the  dowable  estate,  and  without  any  powers  of  entry 
or  distress.  But  how  the  annuity  in  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Kemp- 
stead  contradicts  the  will  more  than  the  annuity  in  Pitts  v,  Snow- 
den, it  is  difiBcult  to  discover.  With  respect  to  the  testator's 
intention,  it  may  be  observed,  that  in  granting  the  annuity  out  of 
the  freehold  estate,  he  might  mean  no  more  than  to  charge  such 
estate  to  the  extent  of  his  interest  therein,  viz.,  subject  to  the 
widow's  right  to  dower  of  one-third  part  of  it,  and  then  all  incon- 
sistency between  the  two  claims  is  obviated.  At  least  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  there  is  not  in  this  case  that  clear  and  certain  implica- 
tion of  the  testator's  intention  to  purchase  his  wife's  title  to  dower 
by  the  grant  of  the  annuity,  as  is  required  by  the  cases  to  oblige 
her  to  elect  between  her  interest  under  her  husband's  will  and  her 
legal  right  to  dower. 

50.  The  next  case  is  Villa  Real  v.  Lord  Galway,  before  Lord 
Camden,  fully  reported  in  a  note  to  Brown's  Chancery  Cases.* 


I  Arnold  v.  Kempstead,  2  Eden,  236 ;  Ambl.  466.  >  1  Bro.  G.  G.  292. 
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The  husband  devised  to  his  wife  an  annuity  of  200^.,  for  life,  and 
subject  thereto  he  gave  all  his  real  estates,  and  also  his  personal 
estate,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  uses  of  the  real,  and  for 
those  purposes  to  make  entries;  but  to  permit  his  daughter,  or  her 
trustee,  during  her  life,  to  receive  the  rents  of  all  the  premises  for 
her  benefit,  and  to  let  the  same  at  the  best  rents,  without  fines, 
with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  &c.  Powers  of  entry  and 
distress  were  given  to  recover  the  arrears  of  the  annuity.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  and  also  to 
the  rent  charge,  or  was  bound  to  make  an  election ;  and  Lord 
Camden  was  of  opinion,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  she  ought 
to  elect. 

61.  It  must  be  noticed  that  the  above  case  is  no  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  a  mere  devise  to  the  widow  of  a  rent  charge 
issuing  out  of  the  lands  in  which  she  is  dowable,  raises  a  sufficiently 
clear  implication  that  her  husband  (the  testator)  intended  that  she 
should  be  put  to  elect  between  such  rent  and  her  dower;  so  that  it 
does  not  sanction  the  case  of  Arnold  v,  Kempstead,  nor  is  it  con- 
trary to  Lord  Hardwicke's  decision  in  Pitts  v.  Snowden;  but  it 
coincides  with  the  decree  of  Lord  Redesdale  in  Birmingham  v. 
Kirwan.^  The  present  case  was  determined  upon  the  particular 
circumstances.  The  lands  were  devised  to  trustees,  and  two  obli- 
gations were  imposed  upon  them,  viz.,  to  permit  the  daughter,  or 
her  trustee,  to  receive  the  rents  of  all  the  lands  during  her  life, 
and  also  to  demise  the  whole  estate  at  the  best  rent.  If,  then, 
dower  had  been  assigned  to  the  widow  in  one-third  of  the  estate, 
the  trustees  could  neither  permit  the  daughter  nor  her  trustee  to 
receive  the  rents  of  all  the  estate,  nor  let  the  whole  of  it ;  their 
lessee  could  not  enjoy  the  whole  of  the  premises  under  their  demise, 
as  was  directed  by  the  will.  These  circumstances  were  abundantly 
sufficient  to  raise  a  clear  and  unequivocal  implication,  from  the 
inconsistency  between  the  rent  charge  issuing  out  of  the  dowable 
lands,  the  claim  to  dower  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  the  limitations 
contained  in  the  will.  That  such  were  the  true  grounds  upon 
which  Lord  Camden  decided  the  case,  was  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Redesdale  in  the  before-mentioned  case  of  Birmingham  v.  Kirwan  ;* 
"for,"  said  his  lordship,  "my  recollection  of  the  manner  in  which 
Villa  Real  v.  Lord  Galway  has  always  been  treated,  is,  that  the 

1  Cited  post,  J  91.        <  Birmingbam  v.  Eirwan,  2  Sch.  k  Lef.  453 ;  post,  §  91. 
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claim  of  the  annuity  was  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of 
dower ;  that  the  directions  in  the  will  with  respect  to  the  manage- 
ment of  the. whole  estate,  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  the 
accumuktion  during  the  minority  of  the  child,  were  inconsistent 
with  setting  out  a  third  part  of  the  estate  by  metes  and  bounds, 
and  therefore  Lord  Camden  thought  the  implication  manifest,  that 
the  testator  did  intend  the  annuity  as  a  provision  in  bar  of  dower." 

62.  The  case  of  Villa  Real  v.  Lord  Galway  was  followed  by 
Jones  V,  Collier,^  before  Sir  Thomas  Sewell,  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
in  which  the  husband  bequeathed  to  his  wife,  for  life,  his  dwelling- 
house  in  C,  household  goods,  &c.,  and  charged  all  his  freehold 
estates  at  G.  with  an  annuity  of  402.  to  be  paid  quarterly  to  his 
wife  for  life,  with  power  to  distrain  for  the  arrears.  He  also 
charged  the  estate  with  a  like  annuity  for  his  nephew  B.,  with  a 
similar  power  of  distress ;  and  he  then  devised  the  premises  given 
to  his  wife  for  life,  from  her  death,  and  also  all  his  freehold  estates 
so  chargeable  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 
estates,  to  trustees,  until  his  grand-niece  D.  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-five;  and  then  to  her  absolutely.  He  directed  his  trustees 
to  allow  and  apply  the  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said 
estates,  subject  as  aforesaid,  for  D.'s  maintenance  and  education 
until  she  attained  her  above  age.  He  then  directed  his  trustees 
to  complete  a  contract  he  had  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  part  of 
his  estate,  and  to  lay  out  the  money  to  the  same  uses  which  he  had 
limited  of  the  lands  by  his  will.  Under  these  circumstances.  Sir 
Thomas  Sewell  decided  that  the  widow  should  elect  between  the 
benefits  in  the  will  and  her  dower. 

63.  "It  appears  from  the  report,"  Mr.  Roper  observes,*  "that 
the  foundation  of  this  decree,  was  an  intention  implied  from  the 
direction  of  the  surplus  rents,  subject  to  the  annuities,  to  be  applied 
for  the  maintenance  of  D.,  and  from  the  inference  that  when  the 
testator  entered  into  the  contract  for  sale  of  part  of  his  estate,  he 
conceived  that  he  had  power  to  sell  it  free  from  dower.  But  these 
reasons  do  not  appear  to  be  satisfactory ;  for  the  supposed  incon- 
sistency between  dower  and  the  direction  as  to  the  surplus  rents 
must  be  removed  if  the  testator  be  considered  (as  he  primd  facie 
ought)  to  pass  no  other  interest  in  the  estates  to  D.  than  he  had 
power  to  dispose  of,  and  then  the  term  *  surplus  rents '  will  con- 

^  Jones  V.  CoUier,  Ambl.  Y30.  *  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  594. 
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sistently  refer  and  apply,  not  to  the  whole,  but  to  the  two-thirds  of 
the  estates  of  which  he  had  the  power  of  disposition;  so  that  this 
direction  and  disposition,  and  the  assignment  of  dower  by  metes 
and  bounds  are  consistent  with  each  other,  and  do  not  raise  that 
clear  and  unequivocal  implication  of  intention  in  the  testator,  that 
his  widow  should  forego  her  legal  right  for  the  interests  given  to 
her  by  the  will.^  And  with  respect  to  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  his  entering  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  part  of  his  estate, 
that  is  also  ambiguous,  for  he  might  not  have  had  his  wife's  title 
to  dower  in  contemplation,  and  therefore  no  intention  to  deprive 
her  of  it,  and  he  might  have  intended  to  have  sold  the  lands  sub- 
ject to  dower,  or  the  widow  might  have  concurred  in  the  sale  upon 
having  part  of  the  purchase-money  paid  to,  or  settled  upon  her  in 
compensation  of  her  legal  right.^  The  case  therefore  seems  to  be 
one  of  the  weakest  in  which  the  widow  was  put  to  election,  and  it 
is  presumed  that  a  similar  case,  occurring  at  present,  would  not 
receive  the  same  determination." 

54.  The  next  case  which  occurred  on  this  subject,  was  Pearson 
V.  Pearson.^  There,  the  husband  devised  a  house  and  ten  acres  of 
land  to  his  son,  subject  to  a  rent  charge  of  10{.  a  year  to  his  wife, 
for  life,  and  of  52.  a  year  to  his  brother.  Question,  whether  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  the  annuity  and  also  to  her  dower?  Lord 
Rosslyn  decided  that  she  was  entitled  to  both,  upon  the  principle 
that  there  appeared  to  be  no  inconsistency  between  the  right  to 
dower  and  the  rent  charge,  or  the  dispositions  in  the  will.  He  con- 
sidered, however,  that  if  the  estate  were  insufficient  to  satisfy  the 
annuities  and  dower,  such  circumstance  would  be  sufficient  to  raise 
the  necessary  implication  that  the  widow  was  not  intended  to  have 
the  provision  in  the  will  and  her  dower,  and  an  inquiry  was  directed 
to  ascertain  the  fact.  This  is  the  first  case  in  which  such  an  inquiry 
was  directed ;  and  in  French  v,  Davies,^  the  master  of  the  rolls  said 
that  although  Lord  Thurlow  thought  that  he  would  not  have  made 
such  a  reference,  yet  he  was  unwilling  to  assent  to  that;  he  admit- 
ted, with  his  lordship,  that  nothing  was  so  dangerous  as  to  construe 
a  will  by  extrinsic  circumstances,  unless  it  were  so  clear  as  to  exclude 
all  doubt,  but  that  the  doctrine  of  election  was  much  more  an  argu- 
ment of  conscience  than  anything  else ;  it  would  therefore  be  uncon- 
scientious in  the  widow  to  claim  both  under  the  will,  and  also  her 

1  3  Bro.  0.  C.  347.  «  2  Vea.  Jr.  577. 

*  Pearson  v,  PeanoD,  1  Bro.  C.  0.  292.  *  French  v.  Davieg,  2  Yes.  Jr.  580. 
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dower,  if  there  was  an  irresistible  presumption  that  it  was  against 
the  testator's  intention;  for  which  reason,  it  seems,  his  honor  pre- 
sumed that  cases  of  election  were  exceptions  to  the  general  rule, 
that  no  inquiries  ought  to  be  directed,  nor  evidence  permitted,  to 
lay  a  foundation  for  determining  contrary  to  what  appeared  on  the 
face  of  the  will.  His  conception  upon  this  subject  appears  to  have 
been  confirmed  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Druce  v.  Denison,^  who  there 
determined,  after  mature  consideration,  that  evidence  in  a  sense 
parol,  viz.,  a  statement  of  property  in  the  testator's  handwriting, 
and  his  books  of  account,  were  evidence  admissible  to  show  that 
under  a  devise  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  he  intended  to  pass 
property  not  strictly  his  own,  viz.,  personal  estate  which  belonged 
to  his  wife. 

65.  The  next  case  that  occurred  was  Wake  v.  Wake.^  There, 
the  husband  devised  all  his  estate  and  effects  upon  trust  (subject  to 
an  annuity  or  rent  charge  of  35Z  to  his  wife,  for  life)  for  his  son 
by  a  former  wife,  whom  he  made  residuary  legatee.  Upon  the 
question  of  the  widow's  election,  Buller,  J.,  sitting  for  the  chancel- 
lor, decreed  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  both  her  annuity  and 
dower.  The  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been  much  considered, 
and  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  authority  of  Jones  v.  Collier, 
before  stated  f  but  neither  Pitts  v.  Snowden,  nor  Pearson  v,  Pear- 
son, was  mentioned.  This  case,  therefore,  being  but  little,  if  at  all 
argued,  and  being  determined  by  a  judge  not  very  conversant  with 
the  rules  of  courts  of  equity,  it  is  presumed  that  it  can  not  be  pro- 
duced to  shake  the  decisions  in  the  two  former  cases  of  Pitts  v. 
Snowden,  and  Pearson  v.  Pearson.* 

56.  This  decision  was  followed  by  Foster  v.  Cook,*  which  is 
expressive  of  Lord  Thurlow's  opinion  upon  the  propriety  of  the 
judgment  given  in  Wake  v.  Wake.  The  husband  being  seized  of 
freehold  messuages,  &c.,  and  possessed  of  leasehold  and  other  per- 
sonal property,  devised  to  trustees  all  his  real  and  personal  estates, 
upon  trust  to  pay  his  wife  an  annuity  of  50L  durante  viduitate;  but 
if  she  married  to  pay  an  annuity  of  80Z.  only.  The  trustees  were 
to  permit  her  to  have  the  use  of  his  mansion-house  and  the  furni- 
ture, at  her  election,  while  single ;  and  he  directed  that  the  child 
with  which  his  wife  was  enciente  should  be  brought  up  by  her  until 

1  Druce  t>.  Denison,  6  Yes.  Jr.  385. 

«  Wake  V.  Wake,  1  Ves.  Jr.  335  j  3  Bro.  0.  0.  255.  •  Ante,  J  52. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  596-7.  »  Foster  ».  Cook,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  347. 
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the  age  of  twelve  years ;  and  that  the  trustees  should  improve  and 
manage  his  real  and  personal  estates  in  the  best  manner  for  such 
child;  and  its  support  and  maintenance.  He  then  gave  to  the  child, 
when  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  all  his  real  and  personal 
estates,  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  widow's  annuity ;  and  he 
directed  his  trustees  with  all  convenient  speed  to  possess  themselves 
of  all  his  estates  and  substance,  and  to  improve  the  same  for  the 
benefit  of  his  child.  It  was  one  of  the  questions  in  the  cause,  whether 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  her  dower  and  the  annuity ;  and  Lord 
Thurlow  was  of  opinion  that  she  was  entitled  to  both. 

57.  Mr.  Roper,  commenting  upon  this  decision,  says:^  "The 
above  case  resembles  in  its  circumstances  some  of  the  authorities 
before  stated.  The  annuity  in  it  is  charged  upon  a  mixed  fund,  as 
in  Pitts  V.  Snowden,  and  it  supports  the  decisions  in  that  and  the 
case  of  Pearson  v.  Pearson ;  it  is  also  quite  consistent  with  the  case 
of  Villa  Real  v.  Lord  Galway,  although  in  some  particulars  resemb- 
ling it.  In  both,  the  devises  were  to  trustees  to  receive  the  rents 
and  manage  the  estates  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisees ;  but  here 
the  concordance  ceases ;  for  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  direc- 
tion that  the  trustees  should  demise  the  premises,  as  in  Villa  Real 
V.  Lord  Galway;  so  that  Lord  Camden,  for  the  reasons  before 
stated  in  the  consideration  of  that  case,  considered  the  implication 
clear  and  satisfactory,  that  the  widow  could  not  have  been  intended 
to  take  her  dower  in  contradiction  to  the  will.  But  in  Foster  v. 
Cook,  there  is  no  such  inconsistency ;  for  under  the  presumption 
that  the  testator  only  meant  to  dispose  of  the  interest  which  he  had 
in  his  real  estates,  i.  e.  the  inheritance  subject  to  his  widow's  title 
to  dower,  all  his  testamentary  dispositions  may  take  effect,  although 
the  widow  have  her  dower  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds." 

68.  The  next  case  was  Greatorex  v.  Cary.^  The  bequest  by  the 
husband  was  of  150Z.  a  year  to  his  widow  durante  viduitate,  which 
he  ordered  his  executors  to  pay  half  yearly  out  of  his  real  and 
personal  estates ;  and  he  directed  his  personalty  to  be  placed  out 
at  interest  to  assist  his  real  estate  in  the  payment  of  the  annuity, 
or  so  much  at  least  of  his  personal  estate  as  should  be  necessary 
for  that  purpose  ;  and  he  desired  the  first  payment  of  the  annuity 
to  be  made  in  six  months  after  his  death.  He  then  gave  to  his 
widow  his  household  furniture,  &c.,  and  in  the  event  of  her  dying 

1  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  598.  '  Greatorex  v.  Gary,  6  Vea.  Jr.  615. 
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without  leaving  a  child,  he  devised  to  his  sister  his  residuary  real 
and  personal  estates.  Upon  the  widow's  claim  of  her  annuity  and 
dower,  Lord  Alvanley  determined,  on  the  authority  of  the  last  case, 
and  the  principle  before  stated^  that  she  was  entitled  to  both  of 
them. 

69.  In  Roadley  v,  Dixon,*  the  testator,  after  bequeathing  to  his 
wife  an  annuity  charged  on  his  estate  at  S.,  with  power  of  entry 
and  distress,  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon 
trust  to  pay  such  sum  of  money  to  his  son  as  they  should  think  fit ; 
and  he  directed  them  to  occupy  and  manage  during  the  minority  of 
his  son,  a  farm  constituting  the  greater  part  of  his  estate  at  S.,  and 
to  let  and  manage  the  residue  of  his  real  estates,  and  to  receive  the 
rents  of  the  whole  of  his  real  estates.  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C,  thought 
that,  considering  the  particular  disposition  which  the  testator  had 
made  of  his  property,  the  charge  of  the  annuity,  the  clause  of  entry 
and  distress,  the  express  direction  for  the  occupation  of  part  of  the 
estate  by  the  trustees,  the  trust  declared  with  respect  to  the  rents 
of  the  whole  of  the  real  estate,  showed  his  manifest  intention  that 
the  whole  of  his  property  should  be  free  from  dower. 

60.  This  case  was  followed  by  Dowson  v,  Bell,^  where  a  testator 
devised  all  the  rents  of  his  copyhold  lands  to  be  applied  to  the 
maintenance  of  his  children,  until  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one, 
subject  to  an  annuity  to  his  wife  so  long  as  she  should  continue  his 
widow;  and  upon  his  youngest  child  attaining  twenty-one,  he 
devised  all  his  copyhold  lands  among  his  children  equally ;  and  he 
devised  all  his  freehold  tithes  and  lands  upon  the  same  trusts,  sub- 
ject to  the  annuity ;  and  he  bequeathed  the  use  of  his  household 
furniture  to  his  wife  so  long  as  she  should  continue  his  widow.  It 
was  held  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  both  the  annuity  and  the 
other  benefits  given  by  the  will  and  her  dower.  A  like  decision 
was  made  in  Harrison  v.  Harrison,^  of  which  the  circumstances 
were  nearly  similar. 

61.  A  late  case  upon  this  subject  is  Lowes  v.  Lowes,^  where  a 
power  given  by  the  testator  to  his  trustees  to  continue  any  farming 
concern  in  which  he  should  be  engaged  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
and  to  let  or  sell  the  premises,  was  held  to  put  the  widow  to  her 
election. 

1  Roadley  v.  Dixon,  3  Russ.  192.  >  Dowson  v.  Bell,  1  Keen,  761. 

s  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Keen,  765. 

*  Lowes  V,  Lowes,  6  Hare,  501  ;  10  Jarist,  453. 
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62.  In  the  recent  case  of  Holdich  v.  Holdich,^  Sir  J.  L.  Knight 
Bruce,  V.  C,  observes:  "I  feel  bound  by  the  present  state  of  the 
authorities  to  say,  that  a  mere  gift  of  an  annuity  to  the  testator's 
widow,  although  charged  on  all  the  testator's  property,  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  put  her  to  her  election.  I  consider  myself  equally  bound 
by  the  authorities  to  say,  that  a  mere  gift  to  the  widow  of  an  annu- 
ity so  charged,  and  a  gift  of  the  whole  of  the  testator's  real  estate, 
though  specified  by  name,  to  some  othei;  person,  are  not  together, 
of  themselves  sufficient  to  put  the  widow  to  her  election." 

63.  In  Warbutton  v.  Warbutton,^  a  testator  seized  of  lands  of 
which  his  wife  was  dowable,  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees  upon  trust,  out  of  the  income  to  pay  his  wife  20Z.  a  year, 
and  gave  his  trustees  a  power  of  leasing  over  his  real  estate.  The 
provision  made  foa  the  widow  was  small,  as  compared  with  the 
whole  income.  It  was  decided  that  she  could  not  be  required  to 
elect  between  her  dower  and  the  provisions  contained  in  the  will, 
but  was  entitled  to  both.  It  was  further  held,  that  where  a  testa- 
tor, seized  of  real  estate  of  which  his  wife  is  dowable,  makes  a  pro- 
vision for  his  wife  by  will,  and  gives  a  power  of  leasing  his  real 
estate  to  trustees,  such  power  is  a  strong  circumstance  in  favor  of 
his  intention  to  put  his  wife  to  her  election  between  such  provision 
and  her  dower ;  but  is  not  conclusive  on  the  question ;  and,  not- 
withstanding such  power,  she  may  be  entitled  to  both.* 

64.  Mr.  Roper,  after  a  review  of  most  of  the  preceding  cases, 
draws  the  conclusion,  taking  into  consideration  the  bias  of  courts 
of  equity  in  favor  of  the  widow's  claims,  that  whether  an  annuity 
or  rent  charge  be  given  to  her  out  of  the  particular  estate  in  which 
she  is  entitled  to  dower,  or  out  of  that  estate  enumerated  among 
other  property,  she  will  be  entitled  to  both  provisions,  unless  in  the 
first  case  the  estate  is  insufficient  to  pay  the  annuity  and  to  answer 
her  dower,  from  which  circumstance  the  intention  would  be  appa- 
rent that  her  husband  did  not  mean  that  she  should  be  at  liberty 
to  enforce  both  her  claims;  and  unless,  in  the  second  case,  upon  a 
consideration  of  the  yhole  will,  such  an  inconsistency  appears 
between  the  provisions  and  limitations  in  it  and  the  right  to  dower, 
as  to  make  the  intention  manifest  and  indubitable,  that  she  was 

1  Holdich  V.  Holdich,  2  Ton.  ft  G.  18. 

s  Warbutton  v.  Warbatton,  23  Eng.  Law  ft  Eq.  415  ;  23  Law  J.  Rep.  N.  S.  Chanc* 
467  ;  18  JariBt,  415  ;  2  Sm.  ft  Gif.  163. 
'  OTerraled  as  to  the  last  point    Sep  post,  {  89. 
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not  to  have  the  benefits  intended  for  her  by  the  will  together  with 
her  dower.^ 

65.  The  principle  established  by  the  foregoing  authorities  was 
applied  by  Chancellor  Kent  to  the  case  of  Adsit  v.  Adsit.*  There, 
a  testator  gave  to  his  wife  five  hundred  dollars,  "to  be  left  in  the 
hands  of  his  executors,  to  be  paid  to  her  for  her  support,  at  any 
time,  or  at  all  times,  as  her  need  might  require."  He  also  gave 
to  her  what  household  goods  she  might  need ;  and  to  his  children 
he  bequeathed  certain  pecuniary  legacies  to  be  paid  after  the  sale 
of  his  farm;  after  the  payment  of  all  debts  and  legacies,  he  directed 
the  residue  to  be  distributed  equally  among  his  children  and  grand- 
children. His  movables  and  farm  he  ordered  to  be  sold,  the  money 
to  be  paid  to  the  legatees,  as  the  executors  might  think  proper. 
"The  bequest  of  a  sum  of  money  to  the  wife,"  said  the  chancellor, 
"is  never  admitted  to  be,  of  itself,  and  unconnected  with  other  cir- 
cumstances, a  substitute  for  dower.  It  is  considered  a  voluntary 
gift,  and  does  not  affect  her  legal  rights.  Every  devise  or  bequest 
imports  bounty,  and  does  not  naturally  imply  satisfaction  of  a  pre- 
existing incumbrance.  But  there  is  one  expression  in  the  will 
which  may  seem  to  mark  a  design  in  the  testator  to  give  the  five 
hundred  dollars  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  that  is,  the  declaration  that 
it  was  to  be  paid  to  her  for  her  Bupport.  If  this  contains  sufficient 
evidence  of  a  clear,  unambiguous  intention  in  the  testator  to  sub- 
stitute that  legacy  for  the  dower,  then  the  defendant  ought  to  be 
put  to  her  election ;  for  if  she  takes  a  benefit  under  the  will,  she 
must  conform  to  it  in  all  respects,  as  far  as  she  is  able.  It  would 
be  unconscientious  in  the  wife  to  take  the  dower  and  also  what  the 
testator  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  it.  The  great  point  here  is,  does 
the  gift  of  five  hundred  dollars  furnish  clear  and  undoubted  evi- 
dence of  such  intention  ?  May  not  this  sum  have  been  intended 
as  auxiliary  support,  and  not  as  an  entire  and  only  provision  for 
her  maintenance  ?  It  was  a  provision  far  inferior  in  value  to  her 
dower.  It  was  a  very  inadequate  support  for  her  during  life.  The 
sum  is  not  given  absolutely  out  and  out,  but  is  to  be  left  in  the 
hands  of  the  executors^  and  to  be  paid  to  her  as  her  need  might 
require.  The  better  opinion  is,  that  it  was  intended  as  a  mere 
gratuity,  or  as  a  cumulative  provision,  and  created  for  greater 
caution.    A  well  rooted  and  anxious  affection  would  naturally  have 


1  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  588-599;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  560-572. 
>  Adsit  V,  Adsit,  2  John.  Ch.  448. 
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made  this  small  pecuniary  provision  for  the  better  comfort  of  an 
aged  wife,  without  any  intention  of  depriving  her  of  her  more 
ample  and  valuable  common  law  resource.  The  fact  that  the  tes- 
tator gives  her  also  the  requisite  household  goods,  shows  that  he 
contemplated  her  ability,  and  perhaps  desire,  to  live  by  herself.  I 
can  not  find,  in  this  bequest,  evidence  sufficient  to  satisfy  my  mind 
of  a  certain  or  manifest  intention  that  it  should  be  in  lieu  of  dower; 
and  the  acceptance  of  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  dower, 
nor  is  the  assertion  of  that  claim  repugnant  to,  or  destructive  of, 
any  provision  in  the  will." 

66.  In  Smith  v.  Kniskern,^  a  testator,  possessed  of  a  large  real 
and  personal  estate,  bequeathed  to  his  wife  his  household  furniture, 
two  negroes,  and  ^^her  comfortable  support  and  maintenance  out 
of  his  estate,  to  be,  from  time  to  time  rendered  and  paid  to  her  by 
his  executors,  and  the  use  of  one  room  in  his  dwelling-house  during 
all  such  time  as  she  should  continue  to  be  his  widow,  and  no  longer." 
After  a  legacy  to  a  grand-daughter,  he  devised  the  rest  of  his  estate 
equally  between  his  two  daughters.  It  was  held,  that  although 
the  charge  of  a  '^ comfortable  support  and  maintenance"  might  fall 
upon  the  real  as  well  as  the  personal  estate,  it  did  not  affect  the 
widow's  right  of  dower ;  there  being  no  express  declaration  on  the 
subject  by  the  testator,  nor  anything  inconsistent  in  the  two  claims, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  widow  was  not  to  be  put  to  her  election. 

67.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  foregoing  case,  the  provision 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife  was  payable  out  of  both  the  real 
estate  and  the  personalty;  but  it  is  held  that  where  such  a  provision 
is  payable  out  of  the  real  estate  alone,  it  is  a  bar  of  dower.^  Thus, 
in  White  v.  White,^  the  testator  directed  that  his  wife  should  have 
one  room  in  his  dwelling-house,  ''  and  a  comfortable  maintenance 
out  of  his  real  estate^  during  her  natural  life,  or  widowhood;"  and 
then  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  two  sons.  It  was  decided  that 
the  maintenance  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower.  "If  the 
demandant  shall  be  allowed  to  recover  dower  in  the  real  estate," 
said  Ford,  J.,  "it  will  disturb  and  prevent  the  testator's  own  pro- 
visions from  being  carried  into  effect.  lie  has  provided  for  her  a 
comfortable  maintenance,  and  has  made  it  a  charge  upon  his  whole 
real  estate,  so  that  it  goes  with  the  estate  as  a  burden  into  the 

1  Smith  V.  Kniskern,  4  John.  Ch.  9.  >  See  ante,  H  43-64. 

»  White  t;.  White,  1  Harr.  202. 
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hands  of  his  two  sons ;  they  are  to  furnish  the  maintenance,  and  in 
consideration  of  it  they  are  to  have  the  whole  estate.  Now,  if  the 
widow  takes  one-third  of  it  for  her  dower,  and  they  obtain  only 
two-thirds  of  it  during  her  lifetime,  it  wholly  deranges  the  testator's 
settlement,  which  was  that  they  should  have  the  whole  estate,  and 
be  liable  in  respect  of  it  for  her  maintenance.  The  will  can  never 
be  executed  according  to  his  intent,  for  the  sons  will  have  only 
two-thirds  of  what  the  testator  intended;  and  the  settlement  for 
the  widow  would  be  only  two-thirds  of  the  maintenance  provided 
and  intended  for  her.  The  testator's  settlement  would  be  broken 
up,  and  some  other  would  have  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  it. 
Either  the  widow  must  lose  her  whole  maintenance,  or  it  must  be 
apportioned  on  the  sons  according  to  the  proportional  part  of  the 
lands  they  obtain." 

68.  In  Duncan  v,  Duncan,^  a  testator  directed  that  all  his  estate 
both  real  and  personal,  should  be  sold  to  the  best  advantage,  as 
soon  as  convenient,  and  gave  his  wife  the  interest  of  one-third  part 
of  the  price  of  his  real  estate,  when  sold,  for  her  support  during 
her  natural  life.  It  was  held  that  this  provision  was  inconsistent 
with  dower.  The  court  said:  "Though  the  devise  to  the  widow  is 
not  expressed  to  be  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  dower,  yet  it  is  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  with  and  repugnant  to  such  claim.  She  could 
not  possibly  have  the  interest  of  one-third  of  the  amount  of  sales 
of  the  whole  land  during  her  life,  and  at  the  same  time  hold  one- 
third  part  of  it  unsold  for  her  benefit."^ 

Bequest  of  personal  interest. 

69.  When  a  pecuniary  legacy,  personal  annuity,  or  other  interest 
merely  affecting  the  personal  assets  is  bequeathed  by  the  husband 
to  his  widow,  without  a  declaration  that  it  is  intended  in  satisfac- 
tion of  dower,  no  implication  whatever  arises  that  the  disposition 
was  made  with  that  view  or  intent,  and  she  will  be  entitled  to  both.' 

1  Dancan  v.  Duncan,  2  Yeates,  302. 

>  See  Snyder  v.  Warbaase,  3  Stockt.  Ch.  463 ;  Bray  v.  Lamb,  2  Dev.  Eq.  372. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  577 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  548 ;  Strahan  v.  Sutton,  3  Ves.  Jr. 
249 ;  Ayres  v.  Willis,  1  Ves.  Sen.  230 ;  Adsit  r.  Adsit,  2  John.  Ch.  448  ;  Van  Aradale 
V.  Van  Arsdale,  2  Dutch.  404;  Wiseley  v.  Findlay,  3  Rand.  361 ;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  2 
Dana,  341 ;  Timberlake  v.  Parish,  5  Dana,  345 ;  Hall  v.  Hall,  8  Rich.  L.  407  ]  WhU- 
den  v.  Whilden,  Riley,  Ch.  205;  Guignard  v.  Mayrant,  4  Desaus.  614;  Fnlton  v. 
Fulton,  30  Missis.  586 ;  Ostrander  v,  Spickard,  8  Blackf.  227  ;  United  States  o.  Dun- 
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70.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his  -wife  certain  articles  of  per- 
sonalty, and  "all  the  rest  of  the  property  she  brought  when  I  mar- 
ried her;"  and  he  directed  that  the  rest  of  his  estate,  real  and 
personal,  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  equally  divided  among 
his  children.  It  was  held  that  the  provision  for  the  wife  was  not 
in  lieu  of  dower.^ 

71.  A  testator  bequeathed  one  thousand  dollars  to  his  wife,  to 
be  paid  as  soon  as  the  money  could  be  collected.  He  directed  his 
whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  to  be 
laid  out  in  bank  stock  for  the  support  of  his  children  until  the 
youngest  child  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  married; 
and  then  that  the  money  should  be  equally  divided  aniong  all  his 
children,  or  their  children,  should  they  die  before  the  period  above 
named.  These  provisions  were  regarded  as  not  inconsistent  with 
the  wife's  claim  of  dower .^ 

72.  In  Delaware,  it  has  been  held  that  a  direction  to  executors 
to  set  apart  $8000  out  of  the  testator's  "estate,"  the  interest  of 
which  sum  was  to  be  annually  paid  to  the  widow,  is  not  such  a 
devise  of  real  estate  to  the  widow  as  will  bar  her  dower,  though  the 
will  also  directed  a  sale  of  both  real  and  personal  estate.^  So  a 
bequest  of  personal  property  to  the  wife,  with  a  direction  that  the 
real  estate  shall  be  sold,  and  a  fee  simple  title  conveyed,  being  of 
equal  "tenor"  with  that  by  which  the  testator  held  the  same,  is  not 
Buch  a  devise  as  will  put  the  widow  to  her  election.^ 

Devises  during  widowhood, 

73.  The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  devises  during  widowhood, 
in  lieu  of  dower,  has  been  frequently  discussed  by  the  courts ;  and 
it  may  be  stated  as  the  result  of  the  adjudged  cases  upon  that  sub- 
ject, that  a  devise  so  limited,  whether  of  real  or  personal  estate, 
will,  if  accepted,  operate  as  a  bar  of  dower ;  and  that  the  interest 
given  by  the  testator  will  cease  upon  the  termination  of  the  widow- 
hood by  a  subsequent  marriage. 

can,  4  McLean,  99;  Jennings  v.  Smith,  29  111.  116;  Chandler  v.  Woodward,  3 
Barring.  428;  Kinsej  v.  Woodward,  Ibid.  459.  And  see  3  ft  4  Will.  lY.  ch.  105, 
2  10;  ante,  vol.  i.,  Appendix. 

1  Hall  V.  Hall,  1  Rich.  L.  407. 

«  Whilden  v.  Whildcn,  Riley,  Ch.  205. 

*  Chandler  v.  Woodward,  3  Harring.  428. 

^  Kinsej  v.  Woodward,  3  Harring.  459. 
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74.  It  has  been  held  in  a  number  of  cases,  that  a  devise  durante 
viduitate  is  so  far  inconsistent  with  the  enjoyment  of  dower  in  the 
estate  devised,  as  of  itself  to  furnish  evidence  of  an  intention  to 
exclude  that  right.^  These  cases  have  already  been  referred  to.* 
In  some  of  them  the  point  was  directly  determined  that  all  right  in 
the  estate  of  the  testator  is  lost  by  a  second  marriage.'  Other 
adjudications  have  been  made,  holding  that  a  gift  during  widowhood 
does  not  necessarily  compel  an  election  by  the  widow,  nor  prevent 
her  from  claiming  dower.^  But  it  is  not  intimated  in  any  of  these 
decisions,  that  if  a  devise  during  widowhood  be  made  in  lieu  of 
dower,  whether  expressly  or  by  implication,  the  widow  can,  after 
contracting  a  second  marriage,  claim  her  dower  under  the  law. 

75.  A  distinction  is  taken  between  a  conditional  limitation  during 
widowhood  and  a  condition  subsequent  in  restraint  of  marriage 
attached  to  a  bequest  of  personalty ;  and  it  is  said  that  in  a  case 
of  the  latter  description,  the  condition  will  be  without  effect,  unless 
coupled  with  a  specific  limitation  over  in  the  event  of  a  breach. 
Thus,  in  Parsons  v.  Winslow,^  a  testator  bequeathed  thirty  thousand 
dollars  to  trustees  "for  the  sole  use  of  his  wife  during  her  widow- 
hood and  life,''  and  then,  after  giving  directions  for  the  investment 
of  the  legacy  and  the  payment  of  the  interest  to  the  wife,  went  on 
to  provide,  that  the  trust  which  he  had  raised  should  "cease  with 
the  widowhood  of  his  wife,  and  expire  at  her  death,  and  the  money 
bequeathed  to  her  use,  in  whatever  form  it  might  then  be,  should 
go  to  his  son.''  This  was  construed  to  be  a  bequest  upon  condition 
subsequent,  without  limitation  over,  and  held  not  to  be  defeated  by 
the  marriage  of  the  widow.^  "The  principles  established  upon  this 
subject  by  the  English  authorities,"  said  Sedgwick,  J.,  "to  which 
our  opinion  in  this  case  conforms,  are  plain  and  intelligible.  It  is 
a  general  rule  that  a  condition  annexed  to  a  devise  or  bequest  for 


^  Stark  V.  Hunton,  Sazton,  216 ;  Caston  v.  Gaston,  2  Rich.  Eq.  1 ;  Wilson  v.  Hajne, 
1  Cheves'  Eq ,  2d  part,  37 ;  Hamilton  v.  Backwalter,  2  Yeates,  389 ;  Creacraft  r. 
Dille,  3  Yeatea,  79 ;  a.  o.  Addison,  350. 

«  Ante,  ii  37-40. 

'  Stark  V.  Hunton,  Sazton,  216 ;  Hamilton  v.  Buckwalter,  2  Yeates,  389. 

«  Sanford  V.  Jackson,  10  Paige,  266;  ante,  i  35;  Church  v.  Bull,  2  Denio,  430. 
8.  c.  5  Hill,  206;  ante,  J  33;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  5  Seld.  502;  ante  {  34;  Webb  r. 
Evans,  1  Binn.  5S5  ;  ante,  {  36 ;  Lasher  v.  Lasher,  13  Barb.  106. 

&  Parsons  v.  Winslow,  6  Mass.  169.  The  Gh.  Justice  did  not  sit  in  the  case,  and 
Sewall,  J.,  dissented. 

<  See  observations  upon  this  case  In  2  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  pt.  1,  p.  298. 
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life  whereby  it  is  to  be  divested  by  the  marriage  of  the  devisee  or 
legatee,  is  to  be  considered  as  intended  merely  in  ferrorem^  and  it 
is  therefore  void.  To  this  rule  there  is  an  exception,  that  such 
condition  shall  be  effectual,  if  the  subject  of  the  devise  or  bequest 
be  given  over,  so  as  to  create  an  interest  in  another  person.  And 
again,  this  exception  is  restrained  and  limited.  To  give  it  effect, 
the  giving  over  to  a  third  person  must  be  an  express  giving  over 
of  the  particular  devise  or  legacy,  unincorporated  with  any  other 
subject ;  and  it  must  also  be  immediate  to  take  effect  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage.  Neither  of  these  circumstances  attends  the  bequest 
under  consideration.  It  was  not  an  express  bequest  of  the  particu- 
lar legacy,  nor  was  it  to  have  an  immediate  effect." 

76.  The  principle  above  discussed  was  applied  to  the  cases  of 
M'llvaine  v.  Gethen,^  and  Hoopes  v,  Dundas.^  In  the  last  named 
case  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  executors  an  annuity  to  be  paid 
to  the  widow  of  his  deceased  son  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life,  if  she  so  long  remained  a  widow  and  unmarried ;  and  there 
was  a  general  devise  over  of  the  residue  of  his  estate.  It  was  held, 
the  court  following  the  decision  of  M^Ilvaine  v.  Gethen,  that  this 
was  not  a  conditional  limitation,  but  a  bequest  on  condition  in 
restraint  of  marriage,  and  that  the  bequest  was  absolute  and  the 
condition  void.  It  was  further  determined,  in  both  cases,  that  a 
general  residuary  bequest  will  not  convert  a  specific  or  pecuniary 
bequest  on  condition,  into  a  conditional  limitation,  and  that  to  pro- 
duce this  result,  the  bequest  must  be  given  over  specifically  on  the 
breach  of  the  condition.* 

77.  In  Bennett  v.  Robinson,^  the  provision  in  question  was  in 
the  following,  terms:  "I  allow  my  wife  one-third  of  the  profits 
arising  off  of  my  real  estate,  only  so  long  as  she  remains  my 
widow."  This  was  held  to  be  a  devise  of  one-third  of  the  land  itself, 
and  strictly  a  conditional  limitation  marking  the  extent  of  the  interest 
given,  and  determinable  by  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  widow, 
without  entry  by  the  heir,  or  devise  over.  The  validity  of  a  restraint 
on  the  marriage  of  a  widow,  was  again  held  in  the  case  of  Com- 
monwealth V.  Stauffer,^  where  it  was  also  decided,  that  such  a 

1  M<Ilyaine  v.  Gethen,  3  Whart.  375. 

>  Hoopes  V.  DandaSi  10  Barr,  75.    See,  also,  Lloyd  v.  Llojd,  2  Sim.  K.  S.  255 ;  a.  c 
10  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  139. 
<  2  Lead.  Eq.Cas.  pt.  1,  pp.  297-8.  «  Bennett  v.  Robinson,  10  Watts,  348. 

ft  Commonwealth  v,  Stauffer,  10  Barr,  350. 
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restraint  is  equally  effectual  in  the  case  of  realty,  whether  put  in 
the  form  of  a  conditional  limitation,  or  of  a  condition  subsequent ; 
the  difference  in  this  respect  between  real  and  personal  estate  being, 
that  the  heir  is  entitled  to  enforce  a  breach  of  condition  in  the  case 
t  of  realty,  but  not  of  personalty.^  ^^A  mistaken  notion  has  been 
entertained,"  said  Gibson,  Gh.  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  ^' that  a  restraint  of  marriage,  to  be  valid  in  a  devise  of  land, 
must  not  be  general ;  but  that  would  bring  such  a  devise  to  the 
level  of  a  bequest  of  chattels,  and  abolish  the  distinction  between 
legacies  and  devises  altogether.  Yet  the  notion  has  received  color 
from  the  very  same  text-writers,  who,  in  2  Powell  on  Dev.  291,  and 
1  Jarman  on  Wills,  843,  have  asserted  that,  even  in  regard  to 
devises  of  land,  it  seems  to  be  generally  admitted  (by  whom  ?)  that 
unqualified  restrictions  on  marriage  are  void,  on  grounds  of  public 
policy ;  though  the  point  rests,  they  say,  rather  on  principle  than 
decision.  I  know  of  no  policy  on  which  such  a  point  could  be 
rested,  except  the  policy  which,  for  the  sake  of  a  division  of  labor, 
would  make  one  man  maintain  the  children  begotten  by  another. 
It  would  be  extremely  difiicult  to  say,  why  a  husband  should  not 
be  at  liberty  to  leave  a  homestead  to  his  wife,  without  being  com- 
pelled to  let  her  share  it  with  a  successor  to  his  bed,  and  to  use  it 
as  a  nest  to  hatch  a  brood  of  strangers  to  his  blood.  Such  is  not 
the  policy  of  th^  statute  of  wills,  which  allows  a  man  to  devise  his 
land  'at  his  own  free  will  and  pleasure ;'  nor  is  it  the  policy  of  the 
common  law,  which  allows  him  to  give  his  property  on  his  own 
terms,  or  not  at  all ;  and  if  he  might  not  do  the  one,  he  would 
assuredly  do  the  other;  so  that  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  cause 
of  population  would  be  promoted  by  binding  his  hands.  To  throw 
the  widow  of  a  landless  merchant  on  her  dower  at  the  common  law 
would  not  do  it.  It  may  be  the  present  policy  of  the  country  to 
encourage  reproduction — though  the  time  will  certainly  come  when 
excess  of  population  will  be  a  terrific  evil  here,  as  it  is  elsewhere — 
but  no  political  regulation,  which  looks  no  further  than  induce* 
ments  to  second  marriage,  will  either  advance  or  retard  it." 

78.  In  Dixon  v.  Ramage,^  it  was  held  that  a  devise  ^Uo  my  wife 
Mary  and  son  Jonathan,  share  and  share  alike,  so  long  as  she 
remains  my  jividow,"  charged  with  the  performance  of  certain  duties 
and  payment  of  money  by  the  son,  created  in  him  but  an  estate 


1  2  Lead.  Eq.  Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  298.        ^  Dixon  v.  Ramage,  2  Watts  ft  Serg.  142. 
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daring  the  widowhood  of  his  mother,  although  there  was  no  other 
disposition  of  the  estate  by  the  will.  So  where  a  testator  charged 
upon  a  part  of  his  real  estate  devised  to  his  son,  the  sum  of  fifteen 
hundred  dollars,  the  interest  of  which  he  directed  should  be  paid 
to  his  widow  during  her  widowhood,  and  the  bequest  was  sanctioned 
by  the  heirs  and  the  widow,  by  an  agreement  executed  after  the 
death  of  the  testator,  it  was  held,  that  upon  the  marriage  of  the 
widow,  the  fifteen  hundred  dollars  was  recoverable  from  the  devisee 
by  the  executors  for  distribution  under  the  will.^ 

79.  In  Taylor  v.  Birmingham,^  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his 
wife  for  her  support  during  widowhood,  and  in  the  event  of  her 
death  or  marriage,  to  any  child  or  children  of  his  born  of  her;  and 
in  case  of  her  death  or  marriage,  leaving  no  heir  by  him,  then  he 
devised  the  estate  to  his  nephew  in  fee.  Before  the  death  of  the 
testator,  his  wife  bore  him  a  daughter,  who  died  shortly  after  her 
father,  and  the  widow  conveyed  the  lands,  and  afterwards  con- 
tracted a  second  marriage.  It  was  held,  1.  That  the  widow  having 
forfeited  her  estate  by  a  voluntary  breach  of  the  condition  upon 
which  she  held  it,  it  went  to  the  remainder-man  designated  in  the 
will.  2.  That  having  taken  under  the  will  the  portion  therein 
given  to  her,  it  was  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  her  right  to  dower  could 
not  be  restored  by  a  voluntary  breach  of  her  tenure. 

80.  In  Irvine  v.  Sibbetts,*  a  testator  devised  as  follows:  "I  give 
nnto  my  beloved  wife  Nancy,  during  her  lifetime  or  widowhood,  all 
my  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  be  by  her  applied  toward  raising 
and  schooling  my  children;  and  at  her  decease,  the  remainder,  if 
any,  to  be  divided  according  to  the  laws  of  this  commonwealth, 
share  and  share  alike;  and  in  case  she  should  see  cause  to  marry, 
she  is  to  have  only  her  bed  and  bedding  and  an  equal  share  with  the 
children  that  may  then  be  living,  out  of  my  estate.''  It  was  deter- 
mined that  the  devise  gave  the  widow  the  whole  estate  during  her 
widowhood,  and  upon  her  subsequent  marriage,  an  equal  share 
with  the  children  in  fee  simple.  It  was  further  decided,  that  upon 
her  marriage,  her  interest  in  the  estate,  except  her  equal  share 
with  the  children,  determined  by  the  limitation  contained  in  the 
devise,  without  entry  or  claim  by  those  who  had  the  next  expectant 
interest. 

1  Fahs  V.  VahSy  6  Watts,  213. 

s  Taylor  v,  Birmingham,  29  Pa.  St  (5  Casey),  306. 

•  Irrine  v,  Sibbelts,  26  Pa,  St.  411. 
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81.  In  Chappel  v.  Avery/  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  the  use 
of  one-third  part  of  his  home  farm  daring  her  widowhood,  and  in  a 
subsequent  clause,  the  use  of  all  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
until  his  children  (a  son  and  daughter)  should  become  of  age ;  and 
then  devised  to  his  son  two-thirds  of  his  home  farm,  and  provided 
that  he  should  have  the  whole  of  his  landed  property  after  the 
marriage  or  decease  of  his  mother.  It  was  held,  that  on  the  mar- 
riage of  the  mother,  before  either  of  the  children  arrived  at  fuU 
age,  her  right  ceased,  and  the  title  of  the  son  became  perfect,  to 
the  real  estate  devised.  In  Phillips  v.  Medbury,'  the  same  prin- 
ciple was  recognized  and  applied.  Referring  to  the  power  of 
courts  of  equity  to  declare  restraints  upon  marriage  in  wills  void, 
as  made  in  terrorem,  the  court  remarked:  ''It  is  admitted  that  this 
power  is  not  given  by  the  common  law;  nor  is  it  ever  exercised  in 
relation  to  real  estate,  but  only  as  to  personal  estate,  which  is,  in 
the  case  of  legacies,  subject  to  the  control  of  a  court  of  chancery. 
Nor  is  it  applied  to  a  widow.  It  would  seem  very  reasonable,  that 
a  man  leaving  a  widow  with  seven  children,  as  in  the  present  case, 
should  be  permitted  to  encourage  her,  by  suitable  provision  in  his 
will,  to  remain  single,  and  not  subject  his  own  offspring  to  the  pro- 
bable evils  of  a  stepfather,  to  waste  her  substancej  and  thereby 
render  her  less  able  to  support  and  educate  them.  Indeed,  it 
entirely  accords  with  reason,  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  she  should 
have  an  option  to  take  such  provision  and  remain  unmarried,  or 
refuse  it,  and  be  thrown  upon  the  general  provision  of  law, — her 
dower.*' 

82.  Decisions  to  the  same  effect  have  been  made  in  other  States.' 
"The  devise  to  the  wife  during  her  widowhood,"  said  the  court  in 
Vance  v.  Campbell,^  ''should  not  be  construed  as  a  condition  in 
restraint  of  marriage,  but  should  be  deemed  only  an  allowable 
limitation  to  the  estate  devised.  The  marriage,  ipso  factOy  termi- 
nated the  devisee's  right  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  as  derived 
from  the  will.     And  as  she  had  not  renounced  the  provision  made 

1  Chappel  V.  Avery,  6  Conn.  31.  '  Phillips  v.  Medburj,  7  Conn.  568. 

5  Delay  v.  Vinal,  1  Met.  57  ;  Craig  v.  Walthall,  U  Gratt.  518  j  Vance  t».  Campbell, 
1  Dana,  229;  Pringle  v.  Dnnkley,  4  Smedes  &  Marsh.  16;  Stevenson  v.  Brown,  3 
Green,  Ch.  503  ;  Van  Orden  v.  Van  Orden,  10  John.  30 ;  Wibkie  v.  Meir,  Superior 
Court  Cincinnati,  General  Term,  Feb.  1865  ;  Paine  v,  Gupton,  11  Humph.  402.  See 
Blunt  V.  Gee,  5  Call,  481.  In  Davison  v.  Wolf,  9  Ohio,  73,  the  question  whether  a 
second  marriage  terminated  the  estate  held  under  the  will,  was  left  undecided. 

^  Vance  v.  Campbell,  1  Dana,  229. 
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for  her  by  the  will,  but  had  elected  to  hold  under  the  will,  she  can 
not  be  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  estate  by  operation  of  law,  and 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  will.  Haying  elected  to  hold 
under  the  will,  and  having  so  held  until  after  the  time  allowed  for 
renunciation  had  expired,  she  can  not  now  be  permitted  to  assert 
a  right  against  the  will,  or  independently  of  it  As,  therefore,  she 
terminated  her  interest  as  devisee  by  her  second  marriage,  she  can 
have  no  right  now  to  any  portion  of  the  testator's  estate  which  was 
devised." 

83.  The  point  was  also  directly  ruled  by  Vice  Ohancellor  Kin- 
dersley,  in  the  recent  English  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd.^  ''The  law 
recognizes  in  the  husband,"  said  the  vice  chancellor,  ''that  species 
of  interest  in  the  widowhood  of  his  wife  as  makes  it  lawful  for  him 
to  restrain  a  second  marriage — that  is  to  say,  that  the  provision 
which  he  has  made  shall  cease.  I  have  no  doubt,  also,  that,  with 
respect  to  either  his  wife,  or  a  stranger,  a  testator  may  give  an 
annuity,  to  continue  so  long  as  she  remains  single  and  unmarried; 
but  as  to  a  person  not  a  wife,  if  he  first  gives  her  a  life  or  other 
estate,  and  then  appends  a  condition  to  defeat  that  estate  if  she 
marries,  that  would  not  be  good."' 

Provisions  inconsistent  with  dower. 

84.  The  terms  of  the  devise  to  the  widow,  although  not  amount- 
ing to  expression,  may  raise  a  sufficiently  clear  implication  of  the 
testator's  meaning,  that  the  bequest  to  her  of  part  of  his  lands 
should  be  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower  in  the  remainder  of  them.^ 
In  such  cases  she  will  be  obliged  to  elect  between  the  devise  to  her 
and  her  legal  title. 

85.  The  provisions  which  have  generally  been  held  inconsistent 
with  the  widow's  legal  right  to  dower,  are  those  which  prescribe  to 
the  devisees  a  certain  mode  of  enjoyment  which  shows  the  testator's 
intention  that  they  should  have  the  entirety  of  the  property.  Thus, 
in  Miallt;.  Brain,^  the  testator  devised  his  real  and  personal  property 

1  Llojd  V.  Lloyd,  2  Simons,  N.  S.  255,  42  Eng.  Ch.  254 ;  8.  o.  10  Eng.  Law  &  Eq. 
139 ;  16  Jarist,  306.  To  the  same  effect  is  Bojnton  v,  Boynton,  I  Bro.  G.  G.  445 ; 
post,  2  96. 

*  10  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  143.  See,  also,  2  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  pt  1,  280,  et  teq.;  1  Jar- 
man  on  Wills,  836,  et  teq. 

'  See  some  of  these  cases  referred  to,  ante,  {{  48,  60,  52,  54,  55,  59,  61,  67,  68. 

«  Miall  p.  Brain,  4  Madd.  119. 
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to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  permit  his  daughter  to  use  and  occupy  a 
freehold  house,  part  of  his  property,  for  her  life,  and  upon  other 
trusts,  partly  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife.  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.  C, 
observed,  that  the  testator  contemplated  for  his  daughter  the  per- 
sonal use  and  occupation  of  that  house,  which  was  inconsistent  with 
the  widow's  claim  to  dower  out  of  that  part  of  the  property.  The 
house  was  a  part  of  a  general  devise,  and  the  testator  had  not  given 
it  to  the  trustees  free  from  dower,  unless  he  had  so  given  the  rest 
of  the  estate.  The  testator  had  shown  a  plain  intention,  that  the 
trustees  should  take  such  an  interest  in  the  house  as  would  exclude 
the  wife's  dower,  and  the  same  intention  must  apply  to  the  whole 
estate  passing  by  the  same  devise. 

86.  So  in  Butcher  v.  Kemp,^  the  testator  having  devised  a  free- 
hold farm  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter,  with  directions 
to  them  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  farm,  or  let  it  on  lease, 
during  the  daughter's  minority.  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.  C,  held  this  to 
be  suflScient  proof  of  an  intention  to  exclude  the  wife  from  dower. 

87.  The  case  of  Hall  v.  Hill,*  was  decided  upon  the  same  grounds. 
There,  a  testator  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  a  trustee 
upon  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  take  an  annuity  of  200Z.,  with 
powers  of  entry  and  distress,  and  devised  to  his  wife  a  farm  for 
life,  with  power  to  devise  the  same.  The  testator,  by  a  codicil, 
changed  his  trustee,  and  gave  the  new  trustee  power  to  raise  money 
for  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies  by  sale  of  his  estates,  and 
gave  him  a  power  to  lease  for  thirty-one  years  in  possession.  Sir 
E.  Sugden,  C,  remarked  that  he  could  understand  that  a  charge 
of  debts  would  not  be  inconsistent  with  dower,  but  that  he  could 
not  understand  how  they  could  lease  an  estate  in  possession  subject 
to  a  right  of  dower  on  the  very  estate  the  possession  of  which  was 
to  be  given,  and  held  that  there  was  suflScient  proof  of  an  intention 
to  exclude  the  wife  from  dower. 

88.  So  in  the  case  of  O'Hara  v.  Chaine,*  where  a  testator,  having 
contracted  to  sell  part  of  his  fee  simple  estates,  devised  all  his  real 
and  personal  estates  to  trustees,  and  directed  them  to  complete  his 
contract  with  the  purchasers,  and  to  sell  and  convert  into  money 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  and  out  of  the  interest  from  the 
moneys  to  arise  from  the  sales  to  pay  an  annuity  to  his  wife  for 

^  Batcher  v.  Kemp,  6  Madd.  61. 

*  Hall  V.  Hill,  1  Con.  &  Law.  120 ;  1  Dra.  k  War.  94. 

B  O'Hara  o.  Ghaine,  1  Jones  k  Lat.  662. 
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her  life,  and  he  empowered  his  trustees  to  lease  such  parts  of  his 
real  estate  as  should  not  be  sold,  it  was  held  hj  Sir  E.  Sugden,  C, 
that  the  widow  was  bound  to  elect. 

89.  In  Parker  v.  Sowerbj,^  a  testator  bequeathed  his  personal 
estate  and  an  annuity  to  his  wife,  and  devised  his  real  estate  to  trus- 
tees, with  power  to  ''  let "  and  cut  timber.  It  was  held  that  the  widow 
was  put  to  her  election  between  the  bequests  and  her  dower.  '^I 
have  no  doubt  whatever,"  said  the  lord  chancellor,  "upon  this  case. 
I  do  not  think  that  Mr.  Swanston  correctly  states  the  rule  of  law 
upon  this  subject,  when  he  says  that,  to  raise  a  case  of  election 
against  the  wife,  it  must  be  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  will  that 
the  testator  had  present  to  his  mind  the  right  of  his  wife  to  dower, 
and  showed  an  intention  that  she  should  not  have  it.  It  must  be 
apparent  upon  the  will  that  bis  intention  is  to  dispose  of  his  pro- 
perty in  a  manner  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  right  to  dower. 
The  two  cases  of  Hall  v.  Hill  and  0*Hara  v.  Chaine,^  before  Lord 
St.  Leonards,  when,  in  Ireland,  followed  as  they  have  been  by  two 
or  three  other  cases  in  this  country,  appear  to  me  to  have  laid  hold 
of  a  distinction  extremely  reasonable.  Supposing  even  all  the  cases 
that  have  been  decided  against  the  election  right,  still,  I  think  this 
distinction  a  very  intelligible  one — I  mean  the  existence  of  the 
power  to  lease  given  to  the  trustees,  which,  as  Lord  St.  Leonards 
said,  must  mean  a  power  to  lease  the  whole;  it  can  not  mean  a 
power  to  lease  that  part  which  might  not  be  given  by  metes  and 
bounds  to  the  widow.  If  it  were  necessary  to  find  any  additional 
reason  for  holding  that  this  is  a  case  for  election,  it  would  be  afforded 
by  the  circumstance  which  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Murray — I  mean 
the  express  power  to  the  trustees  to  cut  timber  upon  any  part  of 
the  estate;  this  would  be  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  right  to 
dower."* 

90.  Where  a  testator  appeared  to  have  intended  that  a  person 
other  than  his  widow  siftuld  at  a  certain  time  become  "possessed 
of  or  entitled  to"  certain  lands  belonging  to  him,  although  his 
widow  might  be  then  living,  it  was  held  that  his  widow  was  bound 
to  elect  between  her  free-bench  and  the  benefit  given  by  the  will.* 

»  Parker  v.  Sowerbj,  21  Eng.  Law  &  Eq  154  j  s.  o.  1  Drew.  488  j  4  De  Q.  M.  k 
0.  321 ;  ace.  Pepper  v.  DizoQi  17  Sim.  200.     See  ante,  J  63. 

'  Ante,  a  87,  88.  W 

'  See  B.  0.  decided  bjr  the  yice  chancellor,  21  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  Rep.  39;  17  Jar. 
752. 

*  Tajlor  V.  Taylor,  1  Y.  &  0.  727. 
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91.  In  the  case  of  Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,^  the  husband,  being 
seized  in  fee  of  considerable  estates,  devised  them  to  trustees  in 
trust,  by  sale  or  mortgage,  or  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  to  pay 
debts,  &c.,  in  aid  of  his  personal  property;  and  as  to  his  demesne 
of  about  seventy  acres,  with  his  house,  offices,  and  garden,  to  permit 
his  wife  to  hold  and  enjoy  them  for  her  life  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
thirteen  shillings  for  each  acre  of  the  demesne,  exclusive  of  bog, 
she  keeping  the  house,  offices  and  garden,  in  perfect  repair,  and 
not  to  let  them,  except  to  the  persons  in  remainder.  The  residue 
of  his  lands,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies  as 
aforesaid,  he  devised  to  other  persons.  The  testator  was  greatly 
indebted  at  his  death  to  creditors  by  elegit^  who  took  possession  of 
the  lands  not  devised  to  the  widow.  She  also  entered  upon  the 
demesne,  house,  &c.,  bequeathed  to  her- for  life;  and  afterwards 
recovered  her  dower  at  law  out  of  the  residue  of  the  lands.  The 
question  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  she  was  entitled 
to  any  dower,  and  of  what?  And  Lord  Redesdale  decided,  in  con- 
formity to  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,*  and  the  other  cases  of  that  class 
before  referred  to,^  that,  the  devise  of  part  of  the  lands  to  the  widow 
did  not  bar  her  right  to  dower  in  the  remainder  of  them.  But  he 
was  of  opinion  that,  under  the  terms  of  the  devise,  and  the  dispo- 
sitions in  the  will,  she  could  not  claim  dower  in  the  house  and 
demesne  and  also  the  interest  in  them  given  to  her  by  the  will, 
since  the  enjoyment  under  the  two  titles  was  inconsistent  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  1st,  because  the  rent  of  thirteen 
shillings  per  acre  was  issuable  out  of  the  whole  house  and  demesne, 
which  could  not  be  if  the  widow  were  entitled  to  endowment  out  of 
them ;  2dly,  because  she  was  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  and 
not  to  alien  them  except  to  the  persons  in  remainder ;  directions 
which  applied  to  the  whole  of  the  estate  devised  to  her,  but  quite 
incompatible  with  the  right  of  a  person  claiming  title  by  dower,  a 
title  paramount  to  them  in  one-third  of  ftie  estate ;  3dly,  since  if 
the  widow  brought  a  writ  of  dower  against  the  trustees  as  devisees, 
in  respect  of  the  house  and  demesne,  and  was  to  have  a  third  part 
set  out  to  her,  they  could  not  execute  the  trust  reposed  in  them  of 
permitting  her  to  enjoy  the  whole  under  the  will,  one-third  being 
recovered  against  them ;  4thly,  because  the  trustees  could  not,  in 


1  Birmingham  v.  Kirwan,  2  Sch.  k  Lef.  444.  To  the  same  effect,  Lord  Dorchester 
V.  Earl  of  Effingham,  Coop.  C.  G.  319.  See  Bending  v.  Bending,  3  Kajr  k  John.  257. 
«  Ante,  I  7.  »  Ante,  J}  7-26. 
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the  event  last  supposed,  reserve  an  acreable  rent  on  the  whole, 
and  of  the  rent  to  be  reserved  she  could  not  have  dower;  5thly, 
for  since  the  widow  must  admit  the  right  of  the  trustees  to  the 
whole  house  and  demesne,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  demise 
made  to  her  under  the  will,  her  title  to  dower  would  involve  this 
contradiction,  that  she  must  dispute  their  title  as  to  one-third  of 
the  whole ;  and  lastly,  because  if  the  widow  had  entered  upon  the 
whole  house  and  demesne  under  a  lease  from  the  trustees  before 
bringing  her  writ  of  dower,  she  jnust  have  demanded  dower  against 
her  own  title,  and  avoided  the  lease  as  to  one-third.  Under  all 
these  circumstances  his  lordship  considered  the  implication  clear, 
that  the  husband  intended  his  wife  should  enjoy  the  whole  of  the 
house  and  demesne  under  a  right  created  by  the  will,  and  not  parts 
of  them  under  a  right  which  she  had  previously  to  it,  and  the 
remainder  under  the  will. 

92.  It  has  been  decided  in  several  English  cases,  that  a  devise 
of  property  to  the  widow  and  others  in  equal  shares,  is  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  exclude  the  widow  from  her  dower.  An  instance 
of  this  occurred  in  Chalmers  v.  Storil,^  in  which  case  the  words  of 
the  will  were,  "I  give  to  my  dear  wife  A.  and  my  two  children  B^ 
and  G.  all  my  estates  whatsoever,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them, 
whether  real  or  personal."  The  property  of  the  testator  consisted  of 
real  and  personal  estates,  which  were  enumerated  by  him  as  consist- 
ing of  freehold  ground  rents,  money  on  mortgage,  American  bank 
stock,  an  estate  in  America,  &c. ;  in  the  event  of  his  wife  surviving  his 
children  he  gave  their  shares  to  her  for  life.  One  of  the  questions 
was,  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  remainder 
of  the  real  estates  not  immediately  devised  to  her.  And  Sir  Wil« 
liam  Grant,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  determined  she  was  not.  ''The 
testator,"  he  observed,  ''directing  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  be  equally  divided,  the  same  equality  is  intended  to  take  place 
in  the  division  of  the  real  as  of  the  personal  estate,  which  can 
not  be  if  the  widow  first  takes  out  of  it  her  dower,  and  then  a 
third  of  the  remaining  two-thirds.  Farther,  by  describing  his 
English  estates,  he  excludes  the  ambiguity  which  Lord  Thurlow,  in 
Foster  v.  Cook,'  imputes  to  the  words  'my  estate,*  as  not  neces- 
sarily extending  to  the  wife's  dower."  "This  case,"  Mr.  Roper' 
remarks,^  "seems  to  be  an  authority,  that  if  the  husband  devise 

■    ■  -  -       —  — ..  -  ■_ .  -  —  — 

1  Chalmers  v,  Storil,  2  Ves.  k  Bea.  222.  *  Foster  v.  Cook,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  347. 

s  1  Boper,  H.  k  W.  680. 
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his  freehold  estates  to  his  widow  and  other  persons  as  tenants  in 
common,  without  expressing  that  his  wife's  share  should  be  in  lieu 
or  satisfaction  of  her  dower,  she  must  elect  between  the  devise  to 
her  and  her  legal  title."  This  principle  has  been  applied  to  other 
cases. 

93.  In  Dickson  v.  Robinson,^  the  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  wife  in  trust  for  the  equal  benefit  of  herself  and 
her  two  daughters.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  M.  R.,  said  that  he  could 
not  distinguish  the  case  from  Chalmers  v.  Storil.  ''The  substance 
of  the  will/'  he  added,  ''is,  that  there  should  be  an  equal  division 
of  the  property,  which  can  not  take  place  if  the  widow  is  to  have 
a  third.  The  real  and  personal  estate  are  united  together;  the 
personal  estate  is  not  subject  to  any  antecedent  claim;  and  is  not 
the  real  estate  intended  to  be  given  in  the  same  manner?  The 
principle  certainly  is,  that  the  court  will  go  as  far  as  it  can,  not  to 
exclude  the  claim  to  dower ;  but  here  it  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  will." 

94.  In  Roberts  v.  Smith,^  the  testator,  after  giving  his  wife  an 
estate  in  fee  and  certain  legacies,  devised  gavelkind  lands,  and  all 
other  his  property  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  his  wife 
and  two  other  persons,  in  trust  as  to  one  moiety,  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  herself  and  her  children  by  a  former  marriage,  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety,  for  his  children.  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.  C,  held  that 
the  widow  was  put  to  her  election.  "The  principle,"  said  his 
honor,  "referred  to  in  Chalmers  v.  Storil,  decides  this  case.  The 
plain  intention  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  wife  should  have  half 
the  income  of  his  property  for  the  maintenance  of  herself  and  her 
children  by  her  former  husband,  and  that  the  other  half  of  the 
income  should  be  applied  to  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
testator's  own  children.  That  intended  equality  would  be  disap- 
pointed, if  the  wife  were,  in  the  first  place,  to  take  her  dower."' 

95.  "Although,  however,"  says  a  recent  English  writer,  "Chal- 
mers V.  Storil  has  been  so  often  recognized  and  followed  as  an 
authority,  it  scarcely  seems  to  have  been  decided  upon  correct 
principles;  because,  when  a  person  devises  *all  his  estates'  to  his 
widow  and  children,  'equally  to  be  divided  among  them,'  he, 
according  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction,  would  be  held  to 
devise  only  what  belonged  to  him,  viz.,  the  estate,  subject  to  the 

1  Dickson  v.  Robinson,  Jac.  503.  *  Roberts  v.  Smith,  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  613. 

*  See,  also,  Reynolds  v,  Torin,  1  Rass.  129. 
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widow's  right  to  dower;  and  an  equal  division  of  the  estate  after 
the  assignment  of  the  widow's  dower  by  metes  and  bounds,  would 
fully  satisfy  the  words  of  the  will."^ 

96.  The  case  of  Boynton  v,  Boynton^  furnishes  an  example  of  a 
middle  case  between  expression  short  of  direct  affirmation  that  the 
provision  should  be  in  bar  of  dower,  and  when  nothing  is  mentioned 
on  the  subject.  There,  the  husband,  after  giving  to  his  wife,  for 
life,  his  mansion-house,  &c.,  and  some  legacies,  devised  to  her  an 
annuity  of  10002.,  charged  upon  his  real  estates  not  bequeathed 
to  her,  and  in  lieu  of  dower;  but  this  grant  and  the  legacies  were 
declared  to  be  void  if  she  married  again,  and  in  that  event  he  gave 
her  an  annuity  of  lOOZ.,  similarly  charged,  "in  full  of  every  benefit 
and  advantage  which  he  meant  should  arise  out  of  any  of  his  real 
or  personal  estates,  in  case  she  should  marry  again."  The  widow, 
in  answer  to  a  suit,  elected  to  take  her  dower,  and  afterwards  mar- 
ried ;  upon  which  a  supplemental  bill  was  filed,  and  she  claimed,  by 
her  answer,  both  her  dower  and  the  annuity  of  lOOL,  notwithstand- 
ing her  prior  election;  but  Lord  Thurlow  said,  that  the  terms  in 
which  that  annuity  was  given,  were  tantamount  to  an  express 
declaration  that  she  should  not  have  dower,  and  that  having  mar- 
ried again,  and  elected  to  take  her  dower,  she  had  no  title  to  the 
annuity  of  lOOZ.,  and  he  decreed  accordingly.^ 

97.  In  the  old  case  of  Gosling  v.  Warburton,^  the  husband  devised 
his  land  to  his  wife,  till  P.,  his  daughter,  attained  the  age  of  nine- 
teen years,  and  afterwards  to  P.  in  tail,  remainder  over  in  fee.  He 
further  directed  that  P.  should  pay,  after  her  age  of  nineteen  years, 
to  his  wife  12L  per  annum  in  recompense  of  her  dower;  and,  if  she 
failed  of  payment,  that  his  wife  should  have  the  land  for  her  life. 
Before  P.  attained  nineteen,  the  wife  brought  her  writ  of  dower, 
and  recovered  a  third  part;  and  after  P.  reached  that  age,  entered 
for  the  nonpayment  of  the  12L  The  question  was,  whether  such 
entry  was  lawful;  and  it  was  adjudged  not;  for,  having  recovered 
a  third  part  in  dower,  she  should  not  have  the  rent  by  the  will;  it 
being  against  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  she  should  have 
both.     The  judgment  was  affirmed  upon  appeal. 

98.  If  a  man  devise  his  real  estate  from  his  heir,  after  giving 

1  1  Lead.  Gas.  in  Eq.  300.   See  1  Jarman  on  Der.  402 ;  Bllia  v,  Lewis,  3  Hare,  316 ; 
CarroU  v.  Carroll,  20  Texas,  731. 

*  Boynton  v.  Bojnton,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  446. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  680-684 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  662-657,  572. 

«  Gosling  V.  Warborton,  Gro.  Elix.  128. 
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his  widow  a  provision  in  lien  of  dower,  and  the  devisee  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  heir  will  take  the  estate,  but  the  widow 
will  be  obliged  to  elect.^ 

99.  The  American  reports  contain  a  number  of  cases  in  which 
testamentary  dispositions  in  favor  of  the  wife  were  of  such  character 
as  induced  the  courts  to  regard  them  as  inconsistent  with  her  claim 
of  dower. 

100.  In  Dodge  v.  Dodge,'  a  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  to  his 
wife,  during  her  life,  the  use  of  the  homestead,  except  such  part 
as  he  bequeathed  to  his  son.  He  then  gave  her  an  annuity  of 
$400,  during  life,  charged  upon  certain  lots  situate  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  which  lots  were  divided  among  his  children.  It  was 
provided  that  these  lots  should  be  holden  to  pay  their  respective 
shares  of  the  annuity,  in  proportion  to  their  assessed  valuation  in 
the  public  inventory  of  property.  It  was  further  provided,  that 
the  testator's  son  J.  should  never  possess  the  right  to  sell  the  house 
and  lot  devised  to  him,  but  that  the  same  should  be  held  by  a  trustee 
to  be  appointed  by  the  court,  and  the  trust  should  cease  at  the 
death  of  J. ;  and  that  J.  should  not  receive  any  income  from  the 
rents  or  profits  of  the  premises,  unless  he  should  become  the  head 
of  a  family,  in  which  case  the  entire  annual  income  should  accrue 
to  him ;  or,  if  J.  should  remain  single,  at  the  age  of  forty  years 
and  upwards,  and  become  infirm,  or  unable  to  support  himself,  the 
trustee  was  directed  to  grant  him  an  annuity  of  $100,  for  his  sup- 
port. It  was  further  provided,  that  as  there  were  certain  incum- 
brances upon  the  New  York  lots,  the  proceeds  and  profits  of  the 
estate,  after  the  necessary  current  expenses  were  paid  therefrom, 
should  be  appropriated  to  pay  the  annuity.  It  was  adjudged  that 
the  provisions  of  the  will  in  behalf  of  the  testator's  children  demon- 
strated that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  give  the  widow  both  dower 
and  the  annuity,  and  that  she  was  bound  to  elect  between  them. 

101.  In  Tobias  v.  Ketchum,^  it  was  determined  that  a  claim  of 
dower  is  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  a  will  which  requires 
the  executors  to  rent,  lease,  and  repair  the  estate  out  of  which 
money  is  to  be  raised  to  pay  bequests  to  the  widow. 

102.  In  Herbert  v.  Wren,*  a  testator  devised  both  real  and  per- 

1  See  Pickering  v,  Stamford,  3  Yes.  Jr.  337 ;  1  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  300. 

*  Dodge  V.  Dodge,  31  Barb.  413. 

*  Tobias  o.  Eetchuni)  32  N.  Y.  319 ;  8.  0.  36  Barb.  479. 

«  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Cranch,  370 ;  2  U.  S.  Cond.  Rep.  534. 
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sonal  estate  to  his  wife ;  the  real  estate  for  her  life,  remainder  to 
his  three  daughters.  To  his  two  sons  he  gave  certain  premises 
which  were  subject  to  an  outstanding  lease ;  and  he  added,  that  if, 
during  their  minority,  the  lessee  should  make  certain  additional 
improvements  thereon,  his  sons  should,  at  the  end  of  the  lease  pay 
to  him  one-third  of  the  value  of  such  improvements ;  and  in  default 
of  payment,  that  the  lessee  should  hold  the  same  at  the  rent  stipu- 
lated in  the  lease  until  the  value  should  be  received.  He  also 
directed  two  other  tracts  of  land  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  and  that  the  rent  to  be  paid  under  the  above  mentioned  lease 
should  be  appropriated  to  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his 
children.  His  will  also  contained  the  following  clause:  ^'If  it 
should  so  happen  that  the  remaining  part  of  my  estate  not  herein 
bequeathed  should  prove  insufficient  to  pay  all  just  demands  against 
my  estate,  then  my  will  and  desire  is,  that  my  executors  shall  sell 
as  much  of  my  real  and  personal  estate  as  may  be  necessary  to 
make  up  the  deficiency,  and  that  they  shall  sell  such  parts  as  will 
divide  the  loss  among  my  representatives  as  nearly  as  may  be  in 
proportion  to  the  property  bequeathed  to  them  and  each  of  them." 
On  a  bill  for  dower  by  the  widow  of  the  testator,  Marshall,  0.  J., 
said :  "  The  value  of  the  provision  made  for  the  wife  compared  with 
the  whole  estate,  is  not  in  proof;  but  so  far  as  a  judgment  on  this 
point  can  be  formed  on  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  will  itself,  it 
was  supposed  by  him  to  be  as  ample  as  the  circumstances  would 
justify.  The  only  fund  provided  for  the  maintenance  and  education 
of  his  five  children,  is  the  rent  of  one  hundred  and  forty  pounds 
per  annum,  payable  by'P.  B.  Fendall.  Since  he  has  made  a  dis- 
tinct provision  for  his  wife,  the  presumption  is  much  against  his 
intending  that  this  fund  should  be  diminished  by  being  charged 
with  her  dower.  That  part  of  the  will,  too,  which  authorizes  P.  R. 
Fendall,  in  the  event  of  building  a  mill  and  not  receiving  from  the 
sons  of  the  testator  their  half  of  its  value,  to  hold  the  premises 
until  the  rent  should  discharge  that  debt,  indicates  an  intention 
that  in  such  case  the  whole  rent  should  be  retained.  The  clause, 
too,  directing  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  be  sold  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  is  indicative  of  an  expectation  that  the  property  stood 
discharged  of  dower,  and  is  a  complete  disposition  of  his  whole 
estate.  The  testator  appears  to  have  considered  himself  as  at 
liberty  to  arrange  his  property  without  any  regard  to  the  incum- 
brance of  dower.     Upon  this  view  of  the  will,  it  is  the  opinion  of 


462  THB  LAW  OF  dowbr;  [ch.  xyi. 

the  majority  of  the  court,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  the  pro- 
yision  made  for  his  wife  as  additional  to  her  dower,  and  that  she 
can  not  be  permitted  to  hold  both/'^ 

103.  In  Norris  t\  Clark,'  a  bequest  to  the  wife  was  in  the  follow- 
ing words:  ^'I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  wife,  Elisabeth 
M.  Clark,  six  hundred  dollars,  at  the  end  of  six  months  after  my 
decease,  and  my  gold  watch,  which  she  carries,  and  the  silver  tea- 
spoons, the  two  sets  of  window  blinds  in  the  back  room,  and  the 
hall  lamp,  which  she  brought  me  at  or  after  our  marriage ;  and  her 
acceptance  of  the  above  gift  shall  for  ever  exclude  her  from  any 
further  demands  on  my  estate/'  It  was  insisted  that  the  accept- 
ance of  the  gift  only  excluded  the  widow  from  further  demand 
against  the  personal  estate.  It  was  held,  that  if  the  other  parts  of 
the  will  gave  no  further  indication  of  the  testator's  intention,  this 
construction  might  prevail.  But  as  the  testator  had  disposed  of 
his  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  through  the  executor,  and  the 
disposition  was  inconsistent  with  the  widow's  enjoyment  of  her 
legal  right,  it  was  the  clear  and  manifest  implication,  from  the 
whole  will,  that  the  testator  did  intend  the  gift  to  be  in  lieu  of 
dower,  and  did  not,  by  the  word  ^^  estate,"  mean  personal  estate 
only. 

104.  In  Lord  v.  Lord,'  a  testator,  whose  estate  was  inventoried 
at  about  twenty-two  thousand  dollars,  nearly  one-half  of  which  was 
bank  stock,  after  stating  substantially  in  the  prefatory  part  of  his 
will,  that  he  was  desirous  of  disposing  ojf  his  estate,  made  provision 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  which  proved  to  be  insufficient  for  that 
purpose.  He  then  gave  his  wife,  during  her  widowhood,  the  use  of 
his  dwelling-house,  garden  and  lot  adjoining,  one-half  the  rent  of 
his  fishery,  and  the  use  of  one-half  of  his  household  furniture,  the 
income  of  fifty-seven  shares  of  bank  stock,  and  charged  upon  his 
home  farm  the  annual  payment  to  her  of  certain  products  of  such 
farm,  and  also  gave  her  absolutely  twenty  shares  of  his  bank  stock. 
It  was  held,  that  the  provision  so  made  was  in  lieu  of  dower. 

105.  In  Dixon  v.  McCue,^  a  testator,  by  his  will,  directed  that 
his  farm  should  be  kept  for  five  years  and  cultivated  by  his  widow, 
for  the  support  of  his  family,  and  longer  if  his  executor  thought  it 
would  promote  the  interests  of  the  family.  And  in  order  that  the 
widow  might  have  the  means  of  carrying  on  the  farm,  he  gave  her 

1  See  1  Lead.  Eq.  Cas.  312.  >  NorrU  v,  Clark,  2  StockL  Ch.  51. 

s  Lord  V.  Lord,  23  Conn.  327.  «  Dixon  v.  McCae,  14  Gratt  540. 
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one  slave,  and  personal  property  to  the  amonnt  of  $500.  He  also 
bequeathed  to  her  a  legacy  of  $1000,  payable  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  realty  when  sold.  The  executor  was  vested  with  power  to 
sell  after  the  expiration  of  five  years.  Upon  the  sale  of  the  farm 
as  directed,  the  interest  on  the  amount  remaining  after  paying  the 
legacy  to  the  widow,  was  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
family  and  the  education  of  the  children.  As  each  child  arrived 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  he  or  she  was  to  receive  his  or  her 
share  of  the  estate.  It  was  held  that  it  would  interfere  with  the 
provisions  of  the  will  to  allow  the  widow  to  take  dower,  and  that 
she  must  elect. 

106.  In  Bailey  v.  Boyce,^  a  testator  left,  at  his  death,  his  widow 
and  an  only  daughter,  and  by  his  last  will  gave  to  each  of  them 
absolutely,  "one  moiety"  of  all  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal. 
The  widow,  having  accepted  of  the  provision  in  her  favor,  subse- 
quently set  up  a  claim  to  be  endowed  of  all  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator.  Her  claim  was  rejected,  as  inconsistent  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will,  and  conflicting  with  the  evident  intention  of  the 
testator  to  make  an  equal  partition  of  his  property. 

Parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  explain  will. 

107.  Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Roper,  observes:*  "It  is  presumed 
that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain  the  words  of  the  will 
by  showing  that  the  testator  meant  by  them  to  pass  dower,  the 
effect  of  which,  if  admitted,  would  be  to  put  the  widow  to  elec- 
tion."» 

108.  That  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  testa- 
mentary provision  for  the  widow  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower, 
or  otherwise,  has  been  adjudged  in  several  American  cases.*  In 
Virginia,  however,  the  rule  has  been  so  far  modified  by  statute  and 
the  decisions  of  the  courts,  as  to  allow  the  circumstances  of  the 
testator  and  the  relative  situation  of  the  parties,  to  be  referred  to 


1  Bailey  v.  Boyce,  4  Strobb.  Eq.  S4. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  590. 

»  Stratton  v.  Best,  1  Ves.  Jr.  285.  Contraj  Druce  v.  Denison,  6  Ves.  Jr.  386.  See 
Doe  V.  Gbichester,  4  Dow.  66  ;  Doe  v.  Jersey,  3  Bam.  k  Cress.  870 ;  Dammer  o. 
Pitcber,  2  M.  &  K.  275  ;  ante,  {  54. 

4  Hall  V,  Hall,  8  Rich.  Law,  407  ;  Timberlake  v.  Parisb,  6  Dana,  345 ;  Chapin  v. 
Hill,  1  R.  I.  446.     See  Bailey  v.  Duncan,  4  Mon.  266,  266 ;  ante,  ch.  zy.,  {{  21-25. 
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as  evidence  in  all  inquiries  touching  the  true  interpretation  of  the 
will.^ 

Statutory  modifieation  in  England. 

109.  By  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  105,  which  applies  to 
the  dower  of  widows  who  have  heen  married  since  January  1, 1834,* 
the  wife's  dower  will  he  defeated  by  a  devise  of  lands,  or  any  estate 
or  interest  therein,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  be  declared  by 
the  will. 

Statutory  changes  in  the  United  States. 

110.  In  Massachusetts,'  Maine,^  Ohio,^  Michigan,^  Wisconsin/ 
Minnesota,^  and  Oregon,'  any  testamentary  provision  in  favor  of 
the  widow  will  bar  dower  unless  she  elect  to  waive  it,  or  it  plainly 
appear  by  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  she  should  have  both. 
We  have  already  seen  that  similar  enactments  have  been  adopted 
in  Pennsylvania  and  Indiana.^^  In  Kentucky,  a  devise  of  real  or 
personal  estate  will  bar  dower  unless  relinquished  by  the  widow. 
But  she  may  receive  her  dower  in  addition  to  the  provision  by  the 
will,  if  such  is  the  intention  of  the  testator  plainly  expressed  in  the 
will  or  necessarily  inferable  therefrom."    In  North  Carolina,"  Ten- 

I  Ambler  v.  Norton,  4  Hen.  &  M.  23 ;  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Cranch,  370 ;  2  U.  S. 
Gond.  R.  534;  Dixon  v.  McGue,  14  Gratt.  640.  See  Wootton  v.  Redd,  12  Gratt.  205. 

'  Ante,  Tol.  i.,  Appendix. 

*  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  478,  {  24  ;  Reed  v.  Dickerman,  12  Pick.  146  ;  Crane  v.  Crane, 
17  Pick.  422  ;  Delay  v.  Vinal,  1  Met.  57  ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  5  Met.  277  ;  Faj  v.  Fay, 
1  Gush.  93. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  606,  {  12 ;  Allen  v.  Praj,  12  Maine,  138 ;  Hastings  9. 
Clifford,  32  Maine,  132. 

fi  2  Rey.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  1623,  J  43.  See  Stilley  v.  Folger,  14  Ohio,  610 ;  Thomp- 
son V.  Hoop,  6  Ohio  St.  480,*  Parker  t;.  Parker,  13  Ohio  St.  95 ;  Moore  v.  Stidel,  4 
Weekly  Law  Gaz.  65. 

*  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  {  18.  '  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  18. 
8  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  i  18.                      •  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {  18. 
w  Ante,  2  4  ;  Pardon's  Dig.  by  Brightly,  p.  362,  {  4;  p.  1017,  J  13  j  1  Rev.  Stat. 

Ind.  1852,  p.  255,  J  41. 

II  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ey.  by  Stanton,  p.  424,  2  13 ;  2  Ibid.  p.  26.  See  Bailey  v.  Duncan, 
4  Mon.  256 ;  Wood  v.  Lee,  5  Mon.  50  ;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  2  Dana,  341 ;  Timberlake  r. 
Parish,  5  Dana,  345 ;  Cummings  v.  Daniel,  9  Dana,  361 ;  Barnett  v.  Harnett,  1 
Met  (Ky.)  254;  Yancy  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  408  j  Tevis  v.  McCreary,  3  Met.  (Ky.) 
151. 

"  Rer.  Code  N.  G.  1855,  p.  601,  J  1.  See  Graven  v.  Graven,  2  Dev.  Kq.  338;  Bray 
V.  Lamb,  Ibid.  372;  Pettijohn  v.  Beasley,  1  Dev.  it  Bat.L.  254;  Wilson  v.  White, 
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neesee,^  Florida,'  and  Alabama,^  any  provision  for  the  widow  in  the 
will  bars  dower  unless  she  dissent  as  prescribed  by  law.  In  Arkan- 
sas, if  either  lands  or  slaves  are  devised  to  the  widow,  the  devise 
is  deemed  and  taken  in  lieu  of  dower,  unless  otherwise  declared  in 
the  will.^  In  Maryland,  the  statute  declares  that  every  devise  of 
land,  or  bequest  of  personal  estate  to  the  wife  of  the  testator,  shall 
be  construed  to  be  intended  in  bar  of  her  dower  in  lands,  or  share 
of  the  personal  estate  respectively,  unless  otherwise  expressed  in 
the  wilL  If  the  husband  devise  a  part  of  both  real  and  personal 
estate,  she  is  required  to  renounce  the  whole,  or  be  barred  of  her 
right  to  both.  If  he  devise  only  a  part  of  the  real  estate  or  only 
a  part  of  the  personal  estate,  it  shall  bar  her  of  only  the  real  or 
personal  estate,  as  the  case  may  require ;  but  if  the  will  expressly 
direct  that  the  devise  of  either  real  or  personal  estate,  or  of  both, 
shall  be  in  lieu  of  her  legal  share  of  one  or  both,  she  shall  be  bar* 
red  accordingly,  unless  she  renounce  the  will.^  In  New  Jersey,  a 
devise  of  real  estate  will  bar  dower,  whether  so  expressed  in  the 
will  or  not,  unless  the  wife  dissent.^  In  Delaware,^  Illinois,^  Mis- 
souri,* and  Kansas, ^°  every  devise  of  real  estate  to  the  wife  of  the 
testator,  shall  be  deemed  in  lieu  of  dower,  unless  he,  by  his  will, 
otherwise  declare. 

2  Dey.  Eq.  29 ;  Sanderlia  v.  Thompson,  2  Dev.  Eq.  539 ;  Redmond  v.  Coffin,  2  Dey. 
Eq.  437;  Fordc.  Whedbee,  1  Der.  k  Bat.  L.  16 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  5  Ired.  L.  136; 
Lewis  V.  Lewis,  7  Ired.  72  ;  1  Laws  N.  C.  1821,  p.  673,  2  1. 

1  Code  Tennessee,  1858,  {  2404.  See  Reid  v.  Campbell,  Meigs,  378  ;  McDaniel  v, 
Douglas,  6  Hamph.  220 ;  Malone  v.  Majors,  8  Hamph.  677  ;  Armstrong  v.  Park,  9 
Hamph.  196. 

'  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  184,  {  1. 

s  Clay's  Dig.  p.  172,  H  1,  3.  See  Billiard  v.  Binford,  10  Ala.  977;  Yanghan  v. 
Yaughan,  30  Ala.  329 ;  Reares  v.  Qarrett,  34  Ala.  558 ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  35  Ala. 
660  ;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter,  19 ;  McLeod  v.  Donnel,  6  Ala.  236 ;  Pearson  v.  Dar- 
rington,  30  Ala.  227  ;  Bell  v.  Mason,  10  Ala.  334. 

*  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  454,  {  24.     See  p.  452,  {  13. 

»  1  Md.  Code,  p.  682,  {{  284,  286,  287.     See  Collins  v.  Carman,  5  Md.  503. 

*  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  211,  2  16;  Thompson  v.  Egbert,  2  Harris.  460;  Stark  v.  Ronton 
Saxton,  Cb.  216,  228;  White  v.  White,  1  Harr.  202  ;  Morgan  v,  TItns,  2  Green,  Ch. 
201 ;  Yan  Arsdale  v.  Yan  Arsdale,  2  Dutch.  404. 

»  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  291,  2  5;  Chandler  ».  Woodward,  3  Harring.  428  ; 
Kinsley  v,  WoodWard,  3  Harring.  454. 

*  1  Stat  HI.  1858,  p.  162,  2  10;  Stnrgis  o.  Ewing,  18  HI.  176  ;  Jennings  v.  Smitb 
29  m.  116. 

*  1  Rey.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  2  IS ;  Daris  v.  Dayis,  5  Misso.  183  ;  Halbert  v, 
Halbert,  19  Misso.  453 ;  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  29  Misso.  408. 

>•  Comp.  Laws  E^ansas,  1862,  p.  479,  2  10. 

YOL.  U.  80 
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111.  The  statute  of  Mississippi  is  Dearly  ideDtical  with  that  of 
Maryland,  above  referred  to.^  But  by  a  further  proyisioD  it  is 
declared,  that  if  the  wife  have  a  separate  property  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  her  husbaud,  equal  in  value  to  what  would  be  her  lawful 
portion  of  her  husband's  real  and  personal  estate,  and  he  has  made 
a  will,  she  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  dissent  from  the  will  and  elect 
to  take  her  dower.  But  if  her  separate  property  be  not  equivalent 
in  value  to  what  would  be  the  value  of  her  dower  and  distributive 
share  of  her  husband's  estate,  then  she  may  signify  her  dissent  to 
the  will,  as  in  other  cases,  and  claim  to  have  the  deficiency  made 
up  to  her  notwithstanding  the  will.' 

112.  In  Maryland,'  Alabama,^  Kentucky/  and  Mississippi,*  if 
the  will  of  the  husband  contain  no  provision  for  the  widow,  no  act 
of  renunciation  on  her  part  is  necessary.^  But  in  North  Carolina, 
the  point  has  been  othierwise  determined.® 

113.  In  Pennsylvania*  and  South  Carolina,*^  a  testamentary  pro- 
vision for  the  widow  does  not  bar  her  of  dower  in  lands  conveyed 
by  the  husband  during  coverture.  In  Iowa,"  she  may  have  dower 
in  lands  sold  on  execution  against  the  husband  in  his  lifetime.  In 
South  Carolina"  and  New  Jersev,^*  the  widow  is  not  barred  of  dower 
in  lands  acquired  subsequently  to  the  making  of  the  will  as  to  which 
the  husband  died  intestate ;  nor  in  the  last  named  State  is  she  pre- 
cluded from  demanding  dower  by  a  devise  of  lands  lying  in  another 
State.^^  In  Maine^^  and  New  York,^*  it  is  held  that  the  bar  extends 


1  Rey.  Code  MisBis.  1867,  p.  161,  art.  162;  p.  468,  art.  168  ;  p.  469,  art.  170.  See 
Fulton  V.  Fnlton,  30  Misgis.  586 ;  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  34  Missis.  322. 
'  Rey.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  337,  art.  30.  *  1  Md.  Code,  p.  682,  {  288. 

*  Qreen  o.  Green,  7  Porter,  19  ;  Martin  v,  Martin,  35  Ala.  560. 
6  Cammings  v.  Daniel,  9  Dana,  361. 

«  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  34  Missis.  322  ;  Rey.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  469,  art.  170. 
^  See  Drnmmond  v.  Drammond,  40  Maine,  35. 

B  Lewis  V.  Lewis,  7  Ired.  L.  72.  Bat  see  MiUer  v.  Chambers,  stated  in  Crayen  v. 
Crayen,  2  Dey.  Ch.  338. 

*  Borland  v.  Nichols,  12  Pa.  St.  (2  Jones),  38 ;  Meliset's  Appeal,  5  Harris,  453. 
See  Leinaweayer  v,  Stoeyer,  1  Watts  k  S.  160 ;  Gray  v.  McCnne,  23  Pa.  St.  447. 

^^  Braxton  v.  Freeman,  6  Rich.  L.  35.  See,  also,  Higginbotham  v.  Comwell,  8 
Gratt.  (Va.)  83. 

"  Cornell  v.  Ham,  2  Clarke  (Iowa),  552.        »  HaU  v.  Hall,  2  M'Cord's  Gh.  269. 

i>  Van  Arsdale  o.  Van  Arsdale,  2  Dutch  404.  In  Stark  v.  Hanton,  Sazton's  Ch. 
217,  the  court  were  in  doubt  upon  this  point. 

i«  Van  Arsdale  v.  Van  Arsdale,  2  Dutch.  404.    ^  Allen  v.  Pray,  12  Maine,  138. 

i>  Steele  v.  Fisher,  1  Edw.  Ch.  435. 
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to  k^nds  conveyed  by  the  husband ;  and  in  Georgia,^  the  rule  is  the 
same  as  to  lands  acquired  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the 
will.  In  Illinois,^  if  the  will  direct  lands  to  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds paid  to  the  widow,  this  is  regarded  as  a  bequest  of  person- 
alty, and  does  not  bar  dower. 

1  Baines  v.  Gorbin,  34  Geo.  185. 

>  Jennings  v.  Smith,  29  111.  116.     ContrOj  Barnett  v,  Barnett,  1  Met  (Ey.)  254. 
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The  widow  is  entitled  to  he  informed  before  electing  of  the  true 

condition  of  the  estate. 

1.  In  cases  where  the  widow  is  bound  to  elect  between  her  dower 
and  the  benefits  given  to  her  by  her  husband's  will,  she  is  entitled 
to  have  the  respective  values  and  amounts  of  her  two  interests 
ascertained  before  she  elects  between  them ;  and  she  may  file  a  bill 
in  equity  for  the  ascertainment  of  those  interests;  for  an  election 
can  not  be  satisfactorily  made  between  the  two  estates  until  the 
person  electing  actually  knows  their  relative  values.^ 

• 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  600 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  {  1098 ;  1  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  301,  320 ;  New- 
man o.  Newman,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  186;  Edwards  o.  Morgan,  13  Price,  787;  Wake  p. 
Wake,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  255 ;  1  Yes.  Jr.  335 ;  Ghalmers  v.  Storil,  2  Y.  ft  B.  222 ;  Hender 
V,  Rose,  3  P.  Wms.  124,  note;  Whistler  v.  Webster,  2  Yes.  Jr.  367,  371 ;  Boyntoa 
V.  Boynton,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  445 ;  Kidney  v.  Gonssmaker,  12  Yes.  Jr.  (Sumner's  ed.) 
136,  note  (a) ;  Buttricke  v.  Brodhurst,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  88 ;  1  Yes.  Jr.  171 ;  Pusey  o.  Des- 
bouvrie,  3  P.  Wms.  315 ;  United  States  v.  Duncan,  4  McLean,  99 ;  Melizet's  Appeal, 
17  Pa.  St.  (5  Harris),  449 ;  Hall  v.  Hall,  2  McGord's  Gh.  269.  The  Tennessee  sUtnta 
provides,  that  to  enable  a  widow  to  act  as  her  interests  may  require,  the  executor 
or  administrator  shall  disclose  to  her,  upon  her  application,  before  the  expiration  of 
the  period  within  which  she  is  required  to  make  her  election,  the  condition  of  her 
husband's  estate.    Gode  Tenn.  1858,  {  2405.    See  post,  {{  32-40. 

(468) 
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The  right  of  election  mu9t  he  exercised  hy  the  widow  in  person. 

2.  Except  where  otherwise  provided  by  law,  the  statutory  right 
of  election  conferred  upon  the  widow  in  cases  of  the  character  now 
nnder  consideration,  is  regarded  as  a  strictly  personal  right,  and 
can  not  be  exercised  by  another  person  in  her  behalf.^  In  the 
application  of  this  rule,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  incapacity  of  the 
widow  to  elect  by  reason  of  insanity,  furnishes  no  sufficient  cause 
for  its  relaxation.' 

8.  In  Boone  v.  Boone,'  the  case  was  this :  A  testator  died,  leav- 
ing a  widow,  to  whom  he  bequeathed  a  part  of  his  personal  estate. 
The  widow  died  before  the  expiration  of  forty  days  after  her  hus- 
band's death,  without  having  made  her  election  whether  she  would 
abide  by  the  will  or  not.  The  question  was,  whether  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  widow  could,  after  her  death,  do  such  an  act  as 
would  amount  to  a  renunciation  of  the  will,  and  be  entitled  to  such 
part  of  the  personal  estate  as  would  have  gone  to  the  widow  had 
she  renounced  the  will.  The  court  '^  was  of  opinion  that  the  repre- 
sentatives had  no  right  to  the  privilege  which  the  law  allows  the 
widow,  being  intended  entirely  for  her  benefit  and  personal  privi- 
lege." 

4.  A  similar  ruling  was  made  in  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of 
Sherman  v.  Newton.^  There,  the  widow  died  within  seven  days 
after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  before  the  probate  of  his 
will.  Her  administrator  and  children  joined  in  an  application  to 
the  probate  court  to  be  permitted  to  waive  the  provisions  made  for 
her  by  the  will,  and  the  application  was  denied.  ^^  The  right  of 
waiving  these  provisions,"  said  the  court,  after  referring  to  the 
language  employed  in  the  statute,  '48  thus  given  directly,  and  in 
explicit  terms  to  the  widow;  and  no  other  person  is  mentioned  as 
having  it  in  common  with,  or  deriving  it  by  inheritance,  or  in 
succession  from  her.  As  all  persons  of  full  age  and  sound  mind 
are  allowed  to  dispose  of  their  real  and  personal  estate  by  a  final 
testament  duly  executed,  the  distribution  of  it  is  to  be  made  in 
conformity  to  the  devises,  bequests  and  directions  which  are  therein 

1  Sherman  v,  Newton,  6  Gray,  307 ;  Boone  «.  Boone,  3  Har.  k  McH.  95 ;  Hinton 
V.  Hinton,  6  Ired.  L.  274 ;  Lewit  v.  Lewis,  7  Ired.  L.  72 ;  Collins  v.  Carman,  6  Md. 
503.     See  Welch  v.  Anderson,  28  Misso.  293. 

*  Lewis  V,  Lewis,  7  Ired.  L.  72 ;  Collins  v.  Carman,  5  Md.  503 ;  post,  J}  6-8. 

s  Boone  v.  Boone,  3  Har.  k  McH.  95  (1791).    ^  Sherman  v,  Newton,  6  Qraj,  307. 
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set  forth ;  and  no  diversion  of  it  to  other  objects  or  purposes  is  per- 
mitted, except  in  particular  instances  specially  provided  for  by 
law.  To  a  limited  extent,  the  power  of  insisting  upon  such  a  diver- 
sion is  conferred  by  this  statute,  for  her  own  benefit,  upon  the 
widow  of  a  deceased  testator.  But  to  make  it  effectual,  the  power 
is  to  be  exercised  personally  by  her,  and  upon  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions, and  within  the  period  for  that  purpose  prescribed 

The  motives  by  which  she  in  her  lifetime,  and  her  heirs  at  law  after 
her  decease  would  be  influenced,  in  respect  to  provisions  made  in 
the  last  will  of  her  husband  in  her  behalf,  may  not,  and  are  not 
likely  to  be  the  same.  They  would  often  make  their  estimat-es  of 
personal  interest  upon  a  different  basis.  A  will  may  be  so  made, 
that  upon  the  most  prudent  and  exact  calculation  and  estimate  of 
the  value  of  its  provisions  in  behalf  of  the  widow,  it  would  be  found 
much  more  to  her  advantage  to  accept  than  to  reject  them,  while 
the  very  reverse  would  be  true  with  respect  to  her  heirs  at  law.  .  .  . 
There  are  other  influences  which  would  be  far  from  having  the  like 
effect  upon  these  different  parties.  The  widow  might  be  actuated 
by  motives,  decisive  with  her,  but  which  might  prove  to  be  far  more 
lightly  appreciated  or  altogether  disregarded  by  her  heirs  at  law. 
Many  reasons  might  induce  her  to  acquiesce  in  the  disposition  of 
her  husband's  property  which  would  be  inconclusive  and  inefficient 
with  them.  The  will  may  have  been  made  in  conformity  to  some 
arrangement  mutually  understood  and  consented  to,  though  not 
having  of  itself  any  legal  force ;  this,  or,  it  may  be,  mere  respect 
for  his  wishes,  or  perception  of  the  urgent  wants,  or  meritorious 
character,  of  those  whom  he  has  chosen  to  make  the  objects  of  his 
regard  and  favor,  might  successfully  prevail  with  her  to  forbear 
from  disturbing  his  arrangements,  though  each  of  these  considera- 
tions would  wholly  fail  to  have  any  effect  upon  the  minds  of  those 
who,  in  the  event  of  her  death,  would  become  entitled  to  her  estate." 
5.  In  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  widow  can  not 
renounce  her  husband's  will  by  attorney;  but  that  the  dissent  must 
be  made  by  her  personally  in  open  court.^  But  now  by  statute  in 
that  State,  an  adult  widow  may  elect  by  attorney.'  So,  in  Dela- 
ware, in  case  of  the  inability  of  the  widow  to  appear,  her  election 
may  be  made  by  attorney  duly  constituted  in  writing.' 


1  Hinton  v.  Hintoo,  6  Ired.  L.  274.  «  Rev.  Code  N.  0.  1855,  p.  601,  }  1. 

s  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  290,  i  7. 
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Election  where  the  widow  is  insane, 

6.  In  Collins  v.  Carman,^  a  testator  made  provision  by  will,  for 
his  wife,  who  was  insane  at  its  date,  and  continued  so  until  her  own 
death,  which  occurred  more  than  four  years  after  that  of  her  hus- 
band. It  was  held,  that  her  administrator  could  not  renounce  the 
will  for  the  benefit  of  her  estate,  nor  claim  the  share  of  the  property 
of  her  husband  to  which  she  would  have  been  entitled,  had  he  died 
intestate.  ^'  The  language  of  the  Act,"  it  was  said,  ^Ms  comprehen- 
sive enough  to  include  every  widow,  whether  sane  or  insane,  and 
the  Act  having  made  no  exception  in  favor  of  the  latter,  the  courts 
can  make  none,  whether  they  be  courts  of  law  or  equity.  .  .  . 
Where  the  law  directs  an  act  to  be  done,  or  a  condition  to  be  per- 
formed for  the  purpose  of  conferring  a  right,  that  right  can  not  be 
acquired  if  the  act  is  left  undone  or  the  condition  is  not  performed." 

7.  So  where  a  testator  died,  having  made  no  provision  by  his 
will  for  his  wife,  and  the  wife  was  a  lunatic,  under  the  care  of  a 
committee,  it  was  decided  that  she  could  not  claim  by  petition  any 
portion  of  the  testator's  estate.'  This  ruling  was  placed  upon  the 
ground  that  the  widow  was  incapable,  from  want  of  reason,  of  dis- 
senting herself,  and  her  committee  had  no  authority  by  law,  to 
enter  a  dissent  in  her  behalf.  ^^  There  is  no  proviso,  or  saving  in 
the  statute,"  the  court  remarked,  ^^that  in  case  the  ii?idow  be  a 
lunatic,  then  her  committee  may  dissent  for  her.  When  the  legis- 
lature has  not  thought  proper  to  insert  such  a  proviso  in  the  Act, 
it  seems  to  us  to  be  asking  of  the  court  too  much,  for  it  is  to  take 
such  a  proviso  by  way  of  construction,  to  the  statute.  In  the  case 
of  Hinton  v.  Hinton,'  we  held  that  a  widow  could  not  dissent  from 
her  husband's  will  by  attorney,  and  that  she  must  be  personally 
present  in  court.  The  object  was  to  have  record  evidence,  both  as 
to  the  time  and  the  fact.  How  can  it  be  said  that  the  widow  was 
dissatisfied  with  her  husband's  will,  when  she  was,  at  the  time  a 
lunatic,  and  incapable  of  a  rational  satisfaction  or  dissatisfaction 
with  it?     The  dissent  was  not  hers,  but  that  of  the  guardian." 

8.  By  the  present  statute  of  North  Carolina,  the  guardian  of  an 
insane  woman  may  act  in  her  behalf  in  dissenting  from  her  hus- 
band's will.*  In  Ohio,  it  is  provided,  that  if  the  widow  is  unable 
to  make  her  election  by  reason  of  insanity  or  imbecility  of  mind,  it 

^  Collins  V.  Carman,  5  Md.  503.  *  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  7  Ired.  L.  72. 

'  Hinton  v.  Hinton,  6  Ired.  L.  274.  *  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  601,  {  1. 
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shall  be  the  duty  of  the  probate  court,  as  soon  as  the  facts  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  court,  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  the 
death  of  the  testator,  to  appoint  some  suitable  person  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  the  provision  made  for  the  widow  by  the  testator,  and 
the  value  of  her  rights  under  the  law  in  his  estate  ;  and  if  the  court 
is  satisfied,  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report  of  the  person  so  appointed, 
that  the  testamentary  provision  is  more  valuable  and  better  for  the 
widow  than  her  rights  under  the  law,  an  entry  shall  be  made  on 
the  minutes  of  the  court  that  she  elects  to  take  under  the  will ;  and 
the  election  so  made  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  made 
by  the  widow  in  person.^ 

9.  In  Maine,  if  an  insane  widow  waive  a  provision  made  for  her 
in  her  husband's  will,  and  at  no  lucid  interval  evinces  a  disposition 
to  avoid  the  waiver,  and  if  the  waiver  be  confirmed  by  her  guardian, 
it  can  not  be  objected  that  it  was  inoperative.^ 

Election  where  the  widow  is  an  infant^  or  has  contracted  a  second 

marriage. 

10.  There  are  cases  of  election  in  other  departments  of  equity, 
where  infants  and  femes  covert  can  not  make  a  binding  decision; 
but  they  may  be  compelled  to  elect,  in  cases  of  the  present  nature, 
where  the  choice  lies  between  two  inconsistent  rights  and  there  is 
a  clear  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that  both  shall  not  be 
enjoyed,  and  it  is  therefore  against  conscience  to  retain  both.'  It 
was  held  in  Addison  v,  Bowie,^  that  the  court  will  make  election 
for  infants ;  and  in  doing  so,  will  be  guided  altogether  by  a  view  to 
the  benefit  of  the  infant  on  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances. 
In  the  English  practice,  where  an  infant  is  bound  to  elect,  the 
period  of  election  is,  in  some  instances,  deferred  until  after  the 
infant  comes  of  age.*  In  other  cases  there  has  been  a  reference  to 
a  master  to  inquire  what  would  be  most  beneficial  to  the  infant.* 

^  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  1624,  {  46.  >  Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  31  Maine,  65. 

s  I  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  321 ;  Robertson  v.  Stephens,  1  Ired.  Bq.  247,  251.  SeeTiernaa 
V,  Roland,  3  Harris  (Pa.),  430,  451. 

*  Addison  v.  Bowie,  2  Bland,  Ch.  606,  623. 

'  Streatfield  v.  Streatfield,  Gas.  temp.  Talbot,  1*76.  See  Bonghton  v,  Boughton,  t 
Vcs.  Sen.  12  ;  Bor  v.  Bor,  3  Bro.  P.  G.  173,  Toml.  ed. 

•  Obetwynd  ».  Fleetwood,  1  Bro.  P.  0.  300,  Toml.  ed. ;  2  S.  &  L.  266 ;  Goodwrn 
V.  Goodwjn,  1  Ves.  Sen.  226  ;  Bigland  v.  Huddleston,  3  Bro.  0.  0.  285,  note;  Gret- 
ton  V.  Haward,  1  Swanst.  413. 
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The  practice  as  to  election  by  married  women  also  varies  ;^  but  in 
general  a  reference  is  made  to  a  master,  to  inquire  what  is  most 
beneficial  for  them,  and  thej  are  required  to  elect  within  a  limited 
time.' 

11.  In  NortE  Carolina,  it  is  required  by  statute,  that  an  election 
by  an  infant  widow  shall  be  made  by  guardian.*  An  election  by 
her  personally  is  erroneous.^ 

The  election  must  be  made  within  the  time  preecribed  by  law. 

12.  It  was  held  in  Ux  parte  Delilah  Moore,'  that  the  widow  can 
not  waive  provisions  in  lieu  of  dower,  contained  in  her  husband's 
will,  and  insist  upon  her  rights  under  the  law,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  within  which  she  is  required  to  make  her  election.  In 
that  case,  the  widow  filed  her  renunciation  within  two  or  three 
days  after  the  time  fixed  by  the  statute  had  elapsed.  ^'  It  is  a 
dangerous  expedient,"  said  the  court,  ^^  to  extend  the  terms  of  a 
statute  by  construction,  beyond  their  obvious  import.  In  attempt- 
ing thus  to  moderate  the  apparent  rigor  of  a  rule,  we  may  do  more 
mischief  than  by  a  strict  adherence  to  it.  It  would  tend  to  destroy 
the  certainty  of  the  law,  and  thereby  increase  litigation,  and  dis- 
turb the  repose  of  society.  It  is  true  that  in  this  case,  the  stretch 
is  small,  extending  only  to  two  or  three  days ;  but  there  must  be 
some  fixed  point,  some  settled  boundary ;  and  place  it  where  we 
may,  it  is  liable  to  exclude  some  claim,  perhaps  equally  meritorious 
with  this.  It  is  better,  therefore,  to  abide  by  the  law  as  it  is  writ- 
ten, than  to  create  exceptions,  without  being  able  to  foresee  where 
they  may  end." 

13.  There  is  much  force  in  the  above  reasoning;  and  the  rule 
adopted  by  the  court,  notwithstanding  its  strictness,  would  seem  to 
be  just  and  proper,  and  in  conformity  to  principle.  It  should  be 
so  limited,  however,  it  is  apprehended,  as  not  to  conflict  with  the 
well  established  doctrine  before  referred  to,^  entitling  the  widow  to 
compel  a  showing  of  the  condition  and  value  of  her  husband's  estate 

1  See  note  by  Swanetooi  to  Gretton  v.  Haward|  1  Swaost.  413. 

*  1  Lead.  Bq.  Gas.  303.  See  Palteney  v.  Darlington,  7  Bro.  P.  G.  546,  547,  Toml. 
ed. ;  2  Ves.  Jr.  560 ;  3  Yen.  Jr.  385 ;  Vane  v.  Lord  Dnngannon,  2  S.  &  L.  133  ; 
DaTlfl  V.  Page,  9  Ves.  Jr.  350  ;  Barrow  v,  Barrow,  4  Kay  ft  J.  409. 

s  Rev.  Gode  N.  G.  p.  601,  l\.  *•  Gheshire  v.  McGoy,  7  Jones,  L.  376. 

*  Ex  parU  Delilah  Moore,  7  How.  (Missis.)  665 ;  cited  and  approved  in  Gollins  v. 
Garman,  5  Md.  503  ;  accord.  Nicholas  v,  Kicholas,  Ey.  Dec.  402.  See  Shaw  v,  Shaw^ 
2  Daoa,  341.  •  Ante,  {  1. 
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before  making  her  election.  The  privilege  thus  secured  to  her,  the 
exercise  of  which,  in  many  cases,  is  absolutely  necessary  to  intel- 
ligent action  on  her  part,  would  be  of  little  practical  value,  if,  in 
consequence  of  legal  delays  and  impediments,  she  were  prevented 
from  acquiring  the  requisite  inforn^ation  until  after  the  statute  had 
intervened  and  cut  off  her  right. 

14.  There  are  decided  cases  in  which  the  limitation  upon  the 
rule  above  suggested  appears  to  have  been  recognized  and  applied. 
Thus,  in  a  proceeding  instituted  to  obtain  a  construction  of  the  will 
of  a  decedent,  the  principal  trusts  were  declared  void,  and  the 
widow  was  directed  to  elect  between  her  dower  and  certain  valid 
provisions  made  for  her  by  the  will.  Appeals  were  taken  from  the 
decree,  which  protracted  the  suit.  The  widow  died  while  the  appeals 
were  pending  and  before  the  final  decision,  without  having  made 
her  election.  After  an  affirmance  of  the  decree  the  vice  chancel- 
lor, to  whom  the  suit  was  remitted  by  the  appellate  court,  permitted 
the  administrator  of  the  widow  to  make  the  election  granted  to  her, 
although  the  time  limited  therefor  had  elapsed  in  her  lifetime.^  So, 
in  a  case  determined  in  New  Jersey,  it  was  held  that  a  widow  is 
excused  in  declining  to  make  her  election  when  required  to  do  so 
by  the  executors,  while  a  controversy  is  pending  respecting  the  will 
of  the  testator  and  affecting  real  estate  with  which  her  rights  under 
the  will  are  connected.^  "A  controversy  was  pending,"  said  the 
chancellor,  ^^  respecting  the  will  of  the  testator,  so  far  as  it  affected 
the  real  estate ;  with  that  controversy  her  rights  under  the  will 
were  in  a  degree  connected ;  and  I  think  she  is  excused,  at  least, 
if  not  justified,  in  declining  to  receive  the  legacy  until  the  matter 
was  settled." 

Express  election. 

15.  The  statutes  of  the  various  States  point  out  the  manner  in 
which  the  widow  shall  declare  her  election  between  the  provisions 
in  her  favor  contained  in  her  husband's  will  and  her  dower  under 
the  law.  In  New  York  she  is  deemed  to  have  elected  to  take  under 
the  will,  unless  within  one  year  after  the  death  of  her  husband  she 
enter  on  the  lands  to  be  assigned  for  her  dower,  or  commence  pro- 
ceedings for  its  recovery  or  assignment.'    And  this  statute  applies 

^  Howland  v.  Heckscher,  3  Sandf.  Gh.  519. 
'  Dutch  Chnrcb  v.  Ackerman,  Saxlon,  Ch.  40. 
»  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  742,  i  14. 
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whether  the  wife  knew  of  the  provisions  of  the  will  or  not^  unless, 
perhaps,  in  case  of  a  fraudulent  concealment.  The  devisees  and 
grantees  of  the  husband  are  un&er  no  obligation  to  give  her  notice.^ 
It  is  not  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  valid  election  by 
the  widow,  that  she  should  make  entry  upon  or  commence  proceed- 
ings for  ther  recovery  of  dower  in  every  distinct  parcel  of  the  lands 
in  which  she  is  entitled  to  dower.  It  is  sufficient,  if  she  haB  not 
accepted  the  provision  made  for  her  in  lieu  of  dower,  that  she  actu- 
ally commences  proceedings,  within  the  year,  for  the  recovery  or 
assignment  of  her  dower  in  any  part  of  the  lands  as  to  which  her 
right  of  election  exists,  or  that  she  enters  upon  any  part  of  such 
lands  claiming  her  dower  therein.^  So,  if  a  widow  give  notice  to 
the  person  in  possession,  of  her  election  to  have  dower,  and  such 
person  thereupon  admit  her  right,  and  voluntarily  pay  her  a  part  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land  as  and  for  her  dower  -therein,  it 
is,  in  equity,  a  valid  election  by  her,  and  is  equivalent  to  an  entry 
on  the  lands,  or  an  assignment  of  dower,  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining such  election.  Thus,  where  a  testator  devised  certain  lands 
to  his  widow,  and  also  bequeathed  to  her  an  annuity,  in  lieu  of  her 
dower  in  his  real  estate,  and  the  widow,  within  two  months  after 
his  death  executed  a  deed  of  relinquishment  of  the  provisions  made 
by  the  will,  and  elected  to  take  her  dower,  and  procured  the  deed 
to  be  recorded,  and  gave  notice  of  such  election  to  the  executors 
and  trustees,  who  recognized  her  right  to  dower,  and  made  pay- 
ments to  her  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  on  account 
of  her  dower,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  valid  election  by  the 
widow  to  take  her  dower,  and  was  equivalent  to  an  actual  entry 
on  the  land,  or  the  commencement  of  proceedings  for  the  recovery 
of  her  dower,  within  the  provisions  of  the  revised  statutes.^ 

16.  In  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^  Illinois,^  Missouri,^  Arkansas,^ 


1  Palmer  v.  Voorhis,  35  Barb.  479.  '  Hawley  v.  James,  5  Paige,  318. 

*  Hawlej  V,  James,  5  Paige,  318.  See  McCartee  v.  Teller,  2  Paige,  511 ;  s.  o.  8 
Wend.  267. 

«  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  p.  478,  |  24;  Reed  v.  Dickerman,  12  Pick.  146;  Pratt  v.  Fel- 
ton,  4  Cosh.  174. 

6  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  606,  H  11,  12;  Perkins  o.  Little,  1  Greenl.  148; 
Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  31  Me.  65;  Hastings  v,  Clifford,  32  Me.  132;  Allen  v.  Praj,  3 
Fairf.  138.    See  Gowen,  Appellant,  32  Me.  516. 

•  1  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  152,  {11.    See  Jennings  v.  Smith,  29  lU.  116. 

T  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.,  p.  671,  2  16;  Halbert  v.  Halbert,  19  Misso.  453.    See  Davis 
p.  Davis,  5  Misso.  183 ;  Hamilton  v,  O'Neil,  9  Misso.  11. 
«  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {  14. 
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Florida/  Wisconsin,'  Minnesota,"  Michigan,*  Connecticut,*  Rhode 
Island,^  Oregon,^  New  Hampshire,"  Kansas,^  Delaware,^®  North 
Carolina,"  Tennessee,"  Alabama,^  New  Jersey,"  Kentucky,**  Mis- 
sissippi," Vermont,*^  Virginia,"  and  Maryland,"  a  failure  by  the 
widow  to  make  her  election  within  the  time  limited  by  law  is 
regarded  as  conclusive  evidence  of  her  acceptance  of  the  provision 
made  by  the  will,  and  a  waiver  of  her  right  of  dower.  In  New 
York,  Kentucky,  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  Oregon  and 
Arkansas,  the  prescribed  period  is  one  year  after  the  husband's 
death.  In  Missouri,  Kansas,  Georgia,  Rhode  Island,  Illinois, 
Florida,  Tennessee  and  Alabama,  it  is  one  year  after  probate  of 
the  will.  In  Massachusetts,  Maine,  New  Jersey,  Maryland,  North 
Carolina  and  Mississippi,  it  is  six  months  after  probate  of  the  will. 


1  Tboxopson's  Dig.,  p.  184,  }  1.  *  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  {  19. 

>  Stat.  Minn.  1868,  p.  409,  }  19.  «  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  853,  {  19. 
»  Stat.  Conn.  1864,  p.  383,  {  20.  •  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  186t,  p.  606,  3  21. 

T  SUt  Oregon,  1856,  p.  407,  i  19.  ^  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  401,  }  12. 

>  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  479,  {11, 

10  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  290,  }  8. 

11  Rey.  Code,  N.  C.  1855,  p.  601,  {  1;  Pettijohn  v.  Beasley,  1  Der.  &  B.  L.  254; 
Craven  v.  Craven,  2  Dev.  Oh.  338';  Sanderlin  v.  Thompson,  2  Der.  Ch.  539 ;  Red- 
mond V.  CofiBn,  Ibid.  437;  Ford  v.  Whedbee,  1  Dev.  &  B.  L.  16;  Brown  v.  Brown, 
5  Ired.  L.  136 ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  7  Ired.  L.  72 ;  Hinton  v.  Hinton,  6  Ired.  L.  274 ; 
Jones  V.  Jones,  Basbee,  L.  177. 

i>  Code  Tennessee,  1858,  {  2404;  McDaniel  v.  Douglas,  6  Hnmph.  220;  Malone  v. 
Majors,  8  Humph.  577 ;  Armstrong  v.  Park,  9  Hnmph.  195 ;  Smart  v.  Waterhonse, 
10  Yerg.  94 ;  Reid  i;.  Campbell,  Meigs,  378. 

IS  Clay's  Dig.,  p.  172,  2  3 ;  Inge  v.  Boardman,  2  Ala.  331 ;  HiiUard  v,  Binford,  10 
Ala.  977 ;  Yaughan  v.  Yangban,  30  Ala.  329 ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  35  Ala.  560. 

i«  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  211,  {  16 ;  Stark  v.  Hunton,  Sazton,  Ch.  216;  White  v.  White, 
1  Harries.  202 ;  Thompson  v,  Egbert,  2  Harris.  460 ;  Yan  Arsdale  v.  Yan  Arsdale,  2 
Dutch.  404;  Morgan  v.  Titus,  2  Green,  Ch.  201. 

i&  2  Kj.  Rev.  Stat,  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  7 ;  Bailey  v.  Duncan,  4  Mon.  256 ;  Yaoce 
V.  Campbell,  1  Dana,  2^29;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  2  Dana,  341 ;  Timberlake  v.  Parish,  5 
Dana,  345;  Cummings  i;.  Daniel,  9  Dana,  361 ;  Bamettv.  Barnett,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  254; 
Wood  V.  Wood,  Ibid.  512. 

10  Rev.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  468,  art.  169;  Ez  parte  Delilah  Mooi«,  7  How. 
(Missis  )  665;  Sanders  v.  Sanders,  14  S.  &  M.  81 ;  Roberta  v.  Roberto,  34  Missis. 
322.    See  Rev.  Code,  p.  161,  art.  162. 

IT  Gen.  Stat.  Yerm.,  p.  412,  {  6;  Smith  v.  Smith,  20  Yerm.  270. 

M  Code  Ya.  1849,  p.  474,  2  5 ;  Blnnt  v.  Gee,  5  Call,  481 ;  Noell  v.  Garnett,  4  CaU, 
92 ;  Bernard  v.  Hipkins,  6  Call,  101 ;  Findley  v.  Findley,  11  Gratt.  434.  See  Taylor 
V.  Brown,  2  Leigh,  419. 

»  1  Md.  Code,  p.  682,  J  285 ;  Collins  v.  Carman,  5  Md.  503.  See  Coomes  v.  Cle- 
ments, 4  Har.  k  J.  480. 
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In  Yermont,  it  is  eight  months  after  the  will  has  been  proved.  In 
Connecticut,  the  widow  is  required  to  elect  within  two  months  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  exhibition  of  claims  against 
the  estate.  In  Delaware,  she  is  required  to  appear  and  make  her 
election  within  thirty  days  after  receiving  notice  by  citation  from 
the  court.^  The  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana  omit  to  fix  the  time 
within  which  the  widow  shall  elect,  and  it  is  held  in  that  State, 
that  she  may  make  her  election  at  any  time,  and  that  lapse  of  time 
will  not  affect  her  right  to  take  under  the  law.'  In  Maryland, 
New  Jersey,  Connecticut,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island,  Illinois  and 
Mississippi,  the  renunciation  of  the  will  must  be  in  writing  filed  in 
the  proper  court.  In  Massachusetts,  the  waiver  may  be  in  writing 
filed  in  the  probate  office.  In  Kentucky,  the  relinquishment  by 
the  widow  must  be  acknowledged  or  proved  before,  and  left  with 
the  clerk  of  the  county  court.  In  Missouri  and  Kansas,  the  renun- 
ciation must  be  in  writing,  executed  and  acknowledged  as  in  cases 
of  deeds  for  land ;  and  it  must  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  court  in 
which  the  will  is  proven  and  recorded.  Ip  Arkansas,  if  the  widow 
elect  to  be  endowed,  she  is  required,  within  eighteen  months  after 
the  death  of  her  husband,  to  convey  by  deed  of  release  and  quit- 
claim, to  the  heirs  of  the  deceased,  the  estate  devised  to  her ;  the 
deed  so  made  must  be  acknowledged,  or  proven  and  recorded  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  deeds  for  real  estate.  A  renunciation  in 
this  form  is  sufficient  without  further  notice.^ 

17.  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  where  a  wife  died  in  seven  days 
after  her  husband,  without  expressly  waiving  the  provision  made 
for  her  in  his  will,  or  claiming  dower,  it  was  held  that  her  accept* 
ance  of  the  provision  might  be  presumed,  it  being  more  beneficial 
to  her  than  her  right  to  dower.^  But  where  a  widow  to  whom  real 
estate  had  been  devised  by  her  husband,  made  a  demand  of  dower 
in  his  estate,  and  afterwards,  being  in  possession  of  the  premises 
devised  to  her,  leased  them  to  a  tenant,  who  entered  and  occupied 
the  same,  it  was  held,  that  whether  the  terms  of  the  statute  would 
be  complied  with  or  not  by  an  implied  election,^  the  facts  stated 
were  no  evidence  of  the  election  required  by  the  statute.* 

18.  In  North  Carolina,  in  a  case  where  a  widow,  being  under 

1  See  the  statates  of  the  several  States  above  referred  to. 

>  Piercy  v.  Piercj,  19  Ind.  467.     See  Smith  v.  Baldwin,  2  Ind.  404. 

s  See  the  statutes  before  cited.  ^  Merrill  v.  Emery,  10  Pick.  607. 

^  Post,  }2  27-36.  *  PraU  v.  Felton,  4  Gash.  174. 
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age,  and  having  no  guardian,  dissented  from  her  husband's  will  in 
person,  in  open  court ;  and  on  petition,  dower  was  assigned  to  her 
by  a  decree  of  the  proper  tribunal,  it  was  decided,  that  although 
the  dissent  should  have  been  made  by  guardian,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  yet  dower  having  been  assigned  by  the  judgment  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  her  right  to  it  could  not  be  impeached  in 
an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  her  for  its  recovery.^  * 

19.  In  New  Jersey,  it  is  held,  that  to  constitute  ah  election  by  s 
widow,  there  must  be  something  more  than  a  mere  intention  or 
determination  to  elect.  A  declaration  of  such  intention,  even  if 
made  to  those  interested,  will  not  of  itself  constitute  an  election  at 
law.^  Nor  will  the  signing  of  a  petition  to  the  legislature  for  a  sale 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  to  enable  the  executors  to  pay 
the  legacies  and  execute  the  various  trusts  mentioned  in  the  will, 
if  the  petition  be  not  acted  on,  constitute  a  legal  election.'  Nor 
will  the  fact  that  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery  was  filed  in  her 
name,  assenting  to  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator,  to  carry  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  will,  (one  of  which 
was  the  payment  of  an  annuity  bequeathed  to  the  widow  in  lieu  of 
her  dower,)  and  a  decree  made  for  such  sale,  constitute  an  election, 
if  it  appear  that  she  was  merely  quiescent  in  the  matter,  and  that 
the  answer  as  filed,  was  neither  signed  nor  assented  to  by  her/ 

20.  In  Kentucky,  the  filing  of  a  bill  by  a  widow  for  dower  is 
held  not  to  be  equivalent  to  a  renunciation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
will  by  her  husband.^  ''No  aid,"  the  court  remarked  in  the  case 
referred  to,  ''can  be  derived  to  the  complainant's  case  from  the 
fact  that  her  bill  was  filed  before  the  twelve  months  allowed  for 
making  her  renunciation  had  elapsed.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that 
this  is  not  the  mode  of  renunciation  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  and 
we  have  no  power  to  adopt  a  substitute."  But  a  conditional  renun- 
ciation made  in  writing  and  attested,  which  is  to  take  effect  within 
the  time  allowed  by  statute  for  renouncing  the  will,  is  held  valid, 
though  the  widow  die  before  it  be  proved  and  recorded.*  And  she 
may  make  her  death  the  condition  on  which  the  renunciation  shall 
become  absolute,  if  it  happen  within  the  time  allowed  for  making 
an  election.^ 


1  Cheshire  v,  McCoy,  7  Jones,  L.  376.         >  Englisli  v,  English,  2  Qreen,  Gh.  504. 
s  Ibid.  «  Ibid.  >  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  2  Dana,  341. 

*  McCallister  v.  Brand,  11  B.  Hon.  370.    The  question  whether  it  was  necessaiy 
to  record  the  rennnciatioo  at  all,  or  within  the  year,  was  left  undecided. 
'  Ibid. 
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21.  In  MissiBsippi,  it  is  held,  that  while  the  probate  of  a  will, 
made  in  vacation,  is  not  valid,  inasmuch  as  the  power  of  the  judge 
out  of  court  is  confined  to  receiving  the  will  exhibited  for  probate, 
and  does  not  extend  to  the  probate  itself;  yet  if  a  will,  making 
provision  for  the  widow  of  the  testator  be  admitted  to  probate,  and 
letters  testamentary  granted  in  vacation ;  and  all  parties  acquiesce 
in  the  probate  as  a  valid  one ;  and  the  executor  proceed  with  the 
administration  of  the  estate  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  the  widow 
during  all  that  time  receiving  her  allowance  under  the  will,  she  will 
be  deemed  to  have  waived  any  objection  she  might  originally  have 
made  to  the  probate,  and  to  be  barred  by  the  terms  of  the  will.  ^ 

22.  By  the  Pennsylvania  statute,  ''in  every  case  of  a  devise  or 
bequest  to  a  widow,  which,  by  force  of  any  last  will  and  testament, 
or  by  operation  of  law,  will  bar  such  widow  of  dower,  subject  to  her 
right  of  election  of  dower,  or  of  the  property  devised  or  bequeathed, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  orphans'  court,  on  the  application  of  any 
person  interested  in  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  to  issue  a  citation, 
St  any  time  after  twelve  months  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  to 
any  such  widow,  to  appear  at  a  certain  time  not  less  than  one 
month  thereafter,  in  the  said  court,  to  make  her  election,  either  to 
accept  such  devise  or  bequest  in  lieu  of  dower,  or  to  waive  such 
devise  or  bequest  and  take  her  dower,  of  which  election  a  record 
shall  be  made,  which  shall  be  conclusive  on  all  parties;  if  the 
widow  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  appear  upon  such  citation,  then 
upon  due  proof  to  the  court  of  the  service  thereof,  the  said  neglect 
or  refusal  shall  be  deemed  an  acceptance  of  the  devise  or  bequest, 
and  a  bar  of  dower,  of  which  a  record  shall  be  made,  which  shall 
be  conclusive  on  all  parties  concerned."' 

28.  The  foregoing  provision  has  reference  to  the  common  law 
dower*  of  the  widow,  and  not  to  her  share  under  the  intestate  Acts.^ 
And  she  can  not  be  called  upon  to  make  her  election,  by  any  per- 
son or  tribunal,  before  the  expiration  of  the  twelve  months  given 
by  the  Act.^  And  where,  on  being  cited  to  make  her  election,  the 
widow  claims  her  dower  and  share  of  the  personal  estate,  a  party 
asserting  a  previous  election  to  take  under  the  will,  must  establish  it 

1  Sanders  v,  Sanders,  14  Smedes  k  Marsh.  81. 

>  Pardon's  Dig,  hj  Brightlj,  p.  362,  2  6.  *  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  zx.,  H  18-20. 

«  Hinnershits  V.  Bernhardt  13  Pa.  St.  (1  Harris),  518;  Panl  v.  Paul,  36  Pa.  St. 
(12  Gasej),  270,  280.  See  Melizet's  Appeal,  17  Pa.  St.  (5  Harris),  449;  WUson  v. 
Hamilton,  9  S.  ft  R.  424. 

^  Anderson's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.  (12  Casey),  476. 
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by  clear  and  positive  testimony.^  Notwithstanding  the  requirement 
of  the  statute  that  the  election  shall  be  made  in  the  orphans'  court,  it 
is  settled  that  an  election  by  a  widow  to  take  under  the  will,  although 
not  made  in  that  court,  will  estop  her  from  claiming  dower.' 

24.  In  Ohio,  if  any  provision  be  made  for  a  widow  in  the  will  of 
her  husband,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  probate  judge,  forthinrith  after 
the  probate  of  the  will,  to  issue  a  citation  to  the  widow  to  appear 
and  make  her  election,  which  election  is  required  to  be  made  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  the  service  of  the  citation.*  The  probate 
judge  is  directed  to  explain  to  the  widow  the  provisions  of  the  will, 
her  rights  under  it,  and  by  law,  in  the  event  of  her  refusal  to  take 
under  the  will.  If  she  is  unable  to  appear  in  court  by  reason  of  ill 
health,  or  is  not  a  resident  of  the  county  in  which  the  election  is  to 
be  made,  the  probate  judge  is  required,  on  application  made  in  her 
behalf,  to  issue  a  commission  with  a  copy  of  the  will  annexed, 
directed  to  any  suitable  person,  to  take  the  election  of  the  widow.^ 
If  she  fail  to  make  an  election,  she  retains  her  dower  and  such 
share  of  the  personal  estate  as  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  by 
law  in  case  her  husband  had  died  intestate  leaving  children.^  Under 
this  statute  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  entry  of  an  election  by  a 
widow  to  take  under  the  will  of  her  husband  should  show  affirma- 
tively that  the  judge  had  made  to  her  the  explanation  above 
required.  In  the  absence  of  averment  or  proof  to  the  contrary, 
such  explanation  will  be  presumed.^ 

25.  In  South  Carolina,  if  the  widow  file  a  petition  for  dower, 
within  the  time  allowed  to  make  her  election,  this  is  a  sufficient 
dissent  from  the  will  of  her  husband.^  It  has  also  been  held,  that 
while  a  provision  made  expressly  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  will,  if 
actually  received  by  the  widow,  constitute  a  good  defence  to  pro- 

1  Anderson's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.  476. 

s  Ganfifman  v.  Caufifman,  1*1  8.  k  R.  16;  Heron  v.  Hoflfner,  3  Rawle,  393,  396; 
Light  V.  Light,  21  Pa.  St.  (9  Harris),  407. 

s  Act  of  April  2,  1858,  55  Ohio  Laws,  86;  2  Swan  &  Oritchf.  p.  1623,  {  43. 

«  2  Swan  &  Oritchf.  p.  1624,  2]  44,  45. 

B  Act  of  March  10,  1860,  57  Ohio  Laws,  30 ;  2  Swan  k  Oritchf.  p.  1623,  {  44.  See 
Stilley  V.  Folger,  14  Ohio,  610 ;  Thompson  v.  Hoop,  6  Ohio  St.  480;  Parker  v.  Parker, 
13  Ohio  St.  95. 

•  Davis  V.  Davis,  11  Ohio  St.  386.  The  widow's  election  to  take  nnder  a  will, 
does  not  estop  her  from  setting  up  her  right  as  heir  to  the  estate,  or  from  contesting 
the  will,  and  controverting  the  validity  of  devises  therein ;  and  it  is  not  the  duty  of 
the  probate  judge  to  advise  her  of  her  rights  as  such  heir,  at  the  time  of  her  elec- 
tion. Garder  v.  Fayette  Go.,  16  Ohio  St. 
V  Rayner  v.  Gapehart,  2  Hawks,  375,  377. 
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ceedings  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  dower ;  yet,  if  the  defence  be  made 
and  overruled ;  or,  it  seems,  if  it  be  neglected  to  *be  made,  and  the 
widow  recover  her  dower,  she  can  not  afterwards  be  called  upon  in 
equity  to  restore  the  provision  accepted  by  her,  nor  to  elect  between 
it  and  her  dower.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  fraud  or  collusion, 
the  judgment,  until  reversed,  is  binding  upon  the  parties  in  interest.^ 

26.  In  Kentucky,  according  to  a  ruling  made  in  an  early  case, 
a  widow  renouncing  by  deed  the  provision  made  for  her  in  the  will 
of  her  husband,  and  claiming  her  dower,  will  not  be  permitted  to 
deny  her  capacity  when  she  executed  the  deed,  nor  will  a  stranger 
be  permitted  to  call  it  in  question.' 

Implied  election. 

27.  An  election  may  be  determined  by  matter  in  paisj  as  well  as 
by  matter  of  record.  Considerable  difficulty,  however,  often  arises 
in  deciding  what  acts  of  acceptance  or  acquiescence  amount  to  an 
implied  election ;  and  this  question,  it  seems,  must  be  determined 
more  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case,  than  upon 
any  general  principle.^  But  it  has  been  frequently  adjudged  that 
taking  possession  of  property  under  a  will,  and  exercising  unequivo- 
cal acts  of  ownership  over  it,  for  a  long  period  of  time,  will  amount 
to  a  binding  election  to  confirm  the  instrument.^ 

28.  Thus,  in  Upshaw  v.  Upshaw,*  a  wife  was  entitled  to  a  rever- 
sion in  certain  slaves.  The  husband  died  before  the  determination 
of  the  particular  estate,  and  devised  the  slaves  away  from  the  wife, 
and  gave  to  her  other  property  for  life,  with  remainder  over  in  fee 
simple.  She  took  possession  of  the  estate  devised  to  her,  held  it 
for  many  years,  and  then  disposed  of  part  of  it  to  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  remainder,  in  consideration  of  their  enlarging  her 
interest  in  the  residue  to  a  fee  simple.  It  was  held,  that  this 
amounted  to  an  election  on  her  part  to  accept  the  provision  made 
in  the  will.  In  a  subsequent  case,  determined  in  the  same  State,  it 
was  held,  that  if  the  widow  enter  upon  and  enjoy  lands  devised  to 


1  HcDowall  V.  McDowall,  1  Baileji  Eq.  324. 

*  Yoong  V.  Young,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  562. 

>  1  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  302,  320,  and  cases  there  cited.    See  post,  {{  37-43. 

«  Ibid.  321 ;  Blant  v.  Qee,  5  Call,  481. 

ft  Upshaw  V.  Upshaw,  2  Hen.  &  M.  381. 
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her  in  lien  of  dower,  this  is  sufficient  evidence  of  her  election  to 
take  under  the  wilL^ 

29.  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  the 
use  of  a  part  of  his  dwelling-house  during  her  life,  and  a  portion  of 
his  personal  property,  in  lien  of  dower.  The  widow  made  no  demand 
of  dower  until  fourteen  years  after  the  probate  of  the  will,  and  in 
the  meantime  lived  in  the  dwelling-house,  received  the  personal 
property  bequeathed  to  her,  disposed  of  some  of  it,  and  enjoyed 
other  provisions  in  the  will  in  her  favor ;  and  more  than  a  year 
before  the  demand  of  dower,  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  was 
made,  assigning  to  her  by  definite  bounds  the  real  estate  devised  to 
her.  It  was  held,  that  it  was  too  late  for  the  widow  to  waive  the 
devise  and  claim  dower.'  ^^It  is  true,"  said  the  court,  '^that  in 
equity  the  widow  may  sometimes  be  relieved  from  an  improvident 
election.  But  this  can  only  be  done  where  some  deception  or  fraud 
was  practiced  upon  her,  or  at  least  where  she  acted  under  an  igno- 
rance of  the  facts,  or  a  misapprehension  of  her  legal  rights.  But 
here  is  no  evidence  of  any  deception  or  misapprehension,  or  even 
ignorance  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  plaintiff  chose  to 
regard  and  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  and  directions  contained 
in  her  husband's  will.  No  desire  to  avoid  it  on  her  part,  was  known 
to  exist  till  many  years  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  not 
until  the  estate  had  passed  from  her  family  into  the  hands  of 
strangers.  We  are  entirely  clear  that  she  can  not  now  change  her 
determination,  waive  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  claim  her 
dower." 

30.  In  Delay  v.  Yinal,'  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife,  all  his 
property,  during  her  widowhood,  subject  to  his  debts  and  the 
legacies  bequeathed  by  him ;  and  appointed  her  his  executrix.  He 
also  authorized  her,  during  her  widowhood,  to  sell  and  convey  so 
much  of  his  real  estate  as  she  might  judge  necessary  and  expedient 
for  payment  of  his  debts,  and  for  her  support,  and  that  of  her  chil- 
dren, and  for  their  education.  She  accepted  the  trust  of  executrix 
and  administered  upon  the  estate.  She  sold,  within  two  years,  part 
of  the  real  estate,  under  the  authority  in  the  will,  and  shortly 
afterwards  married  again.  After  her  second  marriage,  she  sold  the 
residue  of  the  real  estate,  for  payment  of  debts,  under  a  license  of 

1  Ambler  v.  NortoD,  4  Hen.  t  M.  23.    See  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Craach,  370 ;  2  U. 
8.  Cond.  Rep.  634 ;  Code  of  Va.  1849,  p.  474,  {  5. 
>  Reed  v.  Dickerman,  12  Pick.  146.  >  Delaj  v.  Yinal,  1  Met.  57. 
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court,  and  executed  deeds  therefor,  in  which  her  husband  joined, 
making  no  reservation  therein  of  her  right  of  dower,  and  being 
under  no  misapprehension  concerning  the  condition  of  the  estate. 
Thirteen  years  after  the  death  of  her  second  husband,  she  first 
claimed  dower  in  the  estate  sold  under  the  license.  It  was  held, 
that  she  had  accepted  the  provision  made  for  her  in  the  will,  and 
that  her  claim  to  dower  was  thereby  barred. 

81.  In  Pennsylvania,  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a  widow  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  value  and  character  of  her  husband's  estate, 
receives  the  provision  made  for  her  in  his  will,  she  can  not  after- 
wards claim  that  she  did  not  intend  to  relinquish  her  dower.  And 
it  was  further  determined,  that  after  seventeen  years  have  elapsed 
from  the  time  of  doing  such  acts  as  usually  constitute  an  election 
by  a  widow,  it  can  not  be  denied  by  her  that  they  were  done  in 
pursuance  of  an  intention  to  take  under  the  will.^  ^^A  widow," 
the  court  said,  ''who,  after  having  become  acquainted  with  all  that 
is  necessary  for  her  to  know  in  order  to  make  a  binding  election, 
receives  the  gift  conferred  by  her  husband's  will,  and  uses  it  as 
her  own,  is  not  at  liberty  to  say  she  did  not  intend  to  relinquish 
dower.  Her  acts  are  inconsistent  with  any  other  intention.  They 
are  not  equivocal.  She  has  no  right  to  the  gift  except  as  a  legatee 
or  devisee,  and  her  taking  and  using  it  is  an  admission  that  she 
chooses  to  take  under  the  will.  It  necessarily  involves  an  election, 
and  in  the  case  supposed,  a  case  where  there  is  full  knowledge,  it 
bars  her  dower." 

82.  In  Ohio,  in  a  case  where  a  testator  devised  real  estate  to 
his  widow  for  life,  and  the  remainder  in  fee  to  one  of  his  sons,  and 
the  widow,  without  following  the  form  prescribed  for  making  her 
election,  set  up  no  claim  for  dower,  but  actually  and  in  fact  took 
under  the  will,  and  used  and  occupied  the  premises  for  a  period  of 
more  than  sixteen  years,  it  was  held  that  she  was  barred  of  her 
dower,  and  estopped  to  deny  her  election  to  take  under  the  will.' 

83.  The  same  principle  was  applied  in  New  Jersey  to  the  case 
of  Stark  v.  Hunton.'  There,  the  testator  devised  to  his  wife  his 
tayern  house  and  lot,  and  the  furniture  and  stock  in  the  same. 
The  acts  of  the  widow  while  in  possession,  treating  the  property 
as  her  own,  altering  and  improving  it  to  enhance  the  annual  value, 
leasing  it  out  for  a  number  of  years,  and  reserving  rent  to  herself, 

1  Bradfords  v.  Rents,  43  Pa.  St.  474.         >  Thompson  v.  Hoop,  6  Ohio  St.  480. 
*  Si  ark  o.  Hanton,  Sazton,  Gh.  216. 
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were  regarded  as  consistent  only  with  the  fact  that  she  considered 
herself  as  holding  under  the  will,  and  as  amounting  to  an  accept- 
ance of  the  devise.^ 

34.  In  South  Carolina,  in  the  case  of  Gaston  v.  Caston,*  the  use 
and  enjoyment  hy  the  widow  of  the  property  devised  to  her  hy  her 
husband,  for  a  period  of  eleven  years,  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
indication  of  her  election  to  take  under  the  will.  In  Wilson  v. 
Hayne,'  the  widow  proved  the  will  and  received  the  profits  of  the 
estate  for  five  years,  and  this  was  treated  as  evidence  that  she  had 
determined  her  election  and  relinquished  her  dower. 

85.  In  Craig  v.  Walthall,*  decided  in  Virginia,  a  widow,  having 
been  told  that  a  provision  in  her  favor  contained  in  the  will  of  her 
husband,  was  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  advised  to  renounce  it,  declined 
to  do  so ;  but  on  the  contrary  expressed  herself  satisfied  with  the 
provision,  and  took  possession  of  the  property  devised  to  her,  and 
enjoyed  it  for  four  years,  and  until  her  second  marriage.  It  was 
held  that  she  had  elected  to  take  under  the  will,  and  could  not 
claim  dower. 

86.  In  a  case  in  Kentucky  involving  a  question  of  the  character 
under  consideration,  the  court  said:  '^ Whether  Mrs.  Hart  should 
be  deemed  to  have  made  a  binding  election  to  hold  under  the  will, 
and  not  to  assert  any  claim  against  it,  is  a  more  doubtful  question. 
But  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  facts,  properly  considered,  incline 
strongly  to  the  conclusion  that  she  voluntarily  and  understandingly 
elected  to  approve  and  uphold  the  will  in  all  its  objects  and  pro- 
visions, understood  as  we  have  interpreted  it.  As  she  lived  more 
than  six  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  only  never 
renounced  the  provisions  of  the  will,  but  seemed  to  acquiesce  in 
and  hold  under  it,  and  never  claimed  any  right  to  dower  or  distri- 
bution as  a  widow  unprovided  for  by  an  approved  will,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  she  considered  herself  as  a  devisee."' 

Tlie  widow  mu9t  he  fully  informed  of  her  rights  and  intend  to  elect. 

87.  It  is  well  established,  however,  that  no  acts  will  be  binding 
on  the  widow,  unless  done  under  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances and  of  her  rights,  and  with  the  intention  of  electing. 

^  See,  also,  Davison  v,  DavisoD,  3  Green  (N.  J.),  236. 

*  Gaston  v.  Caston,  2  Rich.  Eq.  1.  >  WilBon  v.  Hayne,  1  Ghev.  2d  part,  37. 

*  Craig  ».  WalthaU,  14  Qratt.  518.  »  Clay  v.  Hart,  7  Dana,  1,  6. 
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A  mere  acquiescence,  without  a  deliberate  and  intelligent  choice, 
will  not  be  an  election.^  *'An  election  by  matter  in  paisy'  said 
Bead,  J.,  in  Anderson's  Appeal,'  ''can  only  be  determined  by  plain 
and  unequivocal  acts,  under  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circum- 
stances, and  of  the  party's  rights."  ''Nothing  less  than  unequivocal 
acts,"  observed  Strong,  J.,  in  Bradfords  v.  Kents,'  "will  prove  an 
election,  and  they  must  be  acts  done  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
party's  rights,  as  well  as  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Nothing 
less  than  an  act  of  choice  intelligently  done  will  suffice."  "Where 
a  devise  to  a  widow  is  absolutely  inconsistent  with,  and  repugnant 
to  her  claim  of  dower,"  remarked  the  court  in  Duncan  v.  Duncan,^ 
"  she  shall  be  put  to  her  election ;  which  shall  only  be  determined 
by  plain  and  explicit  acts,  under  a  full  knowledge  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  testator,  and  of  her  own  rights."  "There  must  be 
some  decisive  act  of  the  party,"  said  the  chancellor,  in  English  v. 
EnglisR,^  "with  knowledge  of  her  situation  and  rights,  to  determine 
the  election ;  or  there  must  be  an  intentional  acquiescence  in  such 
acts  of  others  as  are  not  only  inconsistent  with  her  claim  of  dower, 
but  render  it  impossible  for  her  to  assert  her  claim  without  preju- 
dice to  the  rights  of  innocent  persons."*  "With  regard  to  this 
doctrine  of  election,"  it  is  said  in  O'Driscoll  v,  Koger,^  "the  court 
are  by  no  means  inclined  to  deprive  a  woman  of  her  legal  rights 
under  the  idea  of  her  having  made  her  election,  merely  by  a  bare 
acquiescence;  but  it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  she  is  perfectly 
conusant  of  all  her  rights,  and  has  done  positive,  clear  acts  indica- 
tive of  her  having  made  her  election."  There  have  been  frequent 
applications  of  this  principle,  both  in  the  English  and  in  the 
American  courts. 

88.  In  Wake  v.  Wake,®  an  annuity  had  been  received  by  the 
widow  for  three  years  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  yet  the 
court  held  that  her  right  of  election  remained  open.  So  in  Rey- 
nard v.  Spence,*  where  the  widow  received  the  annuity  for  five 
years,  it  was  held  that  under  the  circumstances  she  had  not  elected. 


1  Lead.  Bq.  Gas.  302,  320;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  600. 

Anderson's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.  (12  Casey),  476,  496. 

Bradfords  v.  Kents,  43  Pa.  Sfc.  474.  ^  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  2  Teates,  302. 

English  V,  English,  2  Green,  Ch.  504,  610. 

Upon  this  last  point,  see  Tibbits  v.  Tibbits,  19  Yes.  Jr.  663. 

O'Driscoll  o.  Roger,  2  Desans.  295,  299. 

Wake  9.  Wake,  1  Yes  Jr.  335.  •  Reynard  v.  Spence,  4  Bear.  103. 
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In  Butricke  v,  Broadharst,^  Lord  Tbnrlow,  in  observing  upon  the 
case  of  Beanlieu  v.  Cardigan,'  finally  decided  in  the  Honse  of 
Lords,  in  which  the  right  of  election  continued  fifty  years,  said, 
^'  all  that  was  decided  by  the  case  was,  that  under  circumstances, 
election  may  continue  till  the  whole  affair  be  wound  up,  and  the 
trusts  executed."' 

89.  In  determining  the  case  of  Tooke  v.  Hardeman,^  the  court 
said:  ^'It  is  further  insisted  that  if  the  widow  is  not  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  from  asserting  her  right  to  dower  in  this  case, 
yet  having  accepted  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  will,  and 
acquiesced  in  the  same  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  she  is  now 
equitably  barred  from  asserting  her  dower  in  the  testator's  estate ; 
that  she  is  to  be  considered  as  having  made  her  election  to  accept 
the  provisions  of  the  will  in  her  favor  in  lieu  of  dower.  In  answer 
to  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  on  this  branch  of  the  case, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  before  any  presumption  of  an  election 
can  arise  against  the  widow  in  consequence  of  her  acts  or  acquies- 
cence, it  must  be  shown  that  she  was  cognisant  of  her  rights,  and 
acted  understandingly.  So  far  from  the  widow  being  cognizant  of 
her  right  to  dower  in  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  she 
expressly  alleges  in  her  answer,  that  she  did  not  know  she  was 
entitled  to  dower,  and  was  wholly  ignorant  of  the  law  upon  that 
subject;  consequently  there  is  no  foundation  for  saying  that  she  is 
equitably  barred  from  asserting  her  legal  right  to  dower  in  the 
lands  of  the  testator." 

40.  In  the  case  of  Dixon  v.  McCue,^  a  widow  took  possession  of 
the  farm  of  her  husband,  and  cultivated  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
family,  according  to  the  directions  of  his  will,  for  a  period  of  five 
years,  and  also  received  a  bequest  of  property  of  the  value  of  five 
hundred  dollars,  to  aid  her  in  carrying  on  the  farm.  It  was  shown, 
however,  that  she  had  fallen  into  a  mistake  in  regard  to  her  rights 
under  the  will,  and  it  was  held  that  she  was  not  bound  by  her  acts, 
but  might  still  claim  her  dower. 

41.  In  Reaves  v.  Garrett,*  a  wife's  separate  estate,  with  other 

»  Butricke  v.  Broadhurst,  1  Ves.  Jr.  171 ;  3  Bro.  C.  0.  88. 

*  Beaulieu  v.  Cardigan^  3  Bro.  Pari.  Ga.  277,  8 v.  ed. ;  Ambl.  533. 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  601 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  573 ;  1  Lead.  Bq.  Gas.  302.   See^  also, 
Eloud  V.  Eloud,  2  Jur.  852. 

*  Tooke  9.  Hardeman,  7  Geo.  20.  »  Dixon  v.  McGoe,  14  Orati.  540. 

*  Reaves  v.  Garrett,  34  Ala.  558. 
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property,  was  bequeathed  to  her  by  her  hnsband,  with  remainder 
over.  The  widow  qualified  as  executrix,  acted  in  that  capacity  for 
fifteen  months,  treated  the  separate  property  as  belonging  to  the 
estate,  and  on  one  occasion,  with  knowledge  of  her  rights,  declared 
that  she  intended  to  abide  by  the  will.  But  it  appeared  that  she 
had  never  known  nor  been  able  to  ascertain,  the  value  of  the 
property  embraced  by  the  will.  It  was  decided  that  this  did  not 
amount  to  a  conclusive  election ;  and  the  court  added,  that  scarcely 
any  previous  acts  will  amount  to  an  election,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
party  from  electing  finally,  after  the  value  of  the  estate  has  been 
ascertained. 

42.  Where  a  widow  remained  in  the  mansion-house  of  her  hus- 
band and  used  property  devised  to  her  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  also 
made  a  will,  which  is  a  revocable  act,  disposing  of  the  property  so 
given  to  her,  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  preclude  her  from 
renouncing  the  testamentary  provision  in  her  favor,  if  done  in 
proper  form  and  within  the  prescribed  time.^ 

48.  A  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  in  lieu 
of  dower,  and  upon  condition  that  she  should  make  no  claim  to  any 
property  as  her  own  out  of  his  estate  and  allow  all  property  which 
she  had  usually  considered  as  her  own  private  property,  to  be  dis- 
tributed as  the  other  parts  of  his  estate.  After  his  death,  his  wife 
continued  to  reside  in  his  house,  but  without  setting  up  any  claim 
thereto,  a  portion  of  it  being  occupied,  with  her  permission,  by  a 
stranger,  for  five  months.  It  was  held,  that  these  acts  did  not 
amount  to  an  acceptance  of  the  provision  made  for  her  in  the 
will,  she  being  entitled,  under  the  statute,  to  continue  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  house  with  the  heirs  of  her  husband,  so  long  as  they 
did  not  object.^ 

44.  But  when  the  respective  amounts  of  the  two  rights  are  clear, 
or  may  be  easily  discerned  after  the  husband's  death,  the  widow's 
acceptance  of  the  bequests  given  to  her,  will  be  an  irrevocable 
election  to  abide  by  the  will,  and  to  forego  her  dower. 

45.  Thus,  in  Butricke  v.  Broadhurst,'  the  husband,  by  will,  (of 
which  he  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix)  devised  to  trustees  all 
his  real  and  personal  estates,  in  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  for  her  life,  provided  she  did  not  marry.  The 
trustees  never  acted.     She  received  the  rents  for  five  years  after 

1  McCallister  V.  Brand,  11  B.  Hon.  370.        *  Phelps  v.  Phelps,  20  Pick.  656. 
*  Butricke  v.  Broadhorst,  1  Yes.  Jr.  171 ;  3  Bro.  C.  0.  88. 
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her  husband^B  death,  and  then  filed  a  bill  claiming  to  elect  to  take 
an  interest  for  life  in  a  trust  fund  of  20007.,  under  her  marriage 
articles,  instead  of  the  property  under  the  will,  between-  which  she 
was  under  the  necessity  of  electing;  but  Lord  Thurlow  was  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  foundation  for  the  suit,  observing  that 
the  widow  having  taken  possession  under  the  will,  and  the  estate 
being  a  free  fund  from  the  beginning,  he  could  not  think  of  a  prin- 
ciple upon  which  the  court  would  say  that  she  was  then  competent 
to  elect.  He  further  observed,  and  expressed  his  wish  of  being 
understood,  that  his  judgment  was  founded  upon  the  particular  cir- 
cumstance that  the  bill  was  filed  without  any  ground,  and  no  sug- 
gestion that  the  real  or  personal  estates  were  in  such  a  situation  as 
to  render  it  doubtful  what  the  result  would  be,  and  consequently 
that  the  widow  had  laid  no  ground  which  entitled  her  to  elect,  after 
an  acquiescence  and  enjoyment  for  five  years.^ 

46.  It  appears  from  this  case,  that  the  widow  could  not  be  unac- 
quainted with  the  annual  amount  of  either  fund,  since  that  under 
the  marriage  settlement  was  specified  and  certain ;  and  she  could 
not  be  ignorant  of  the  yearly  value  of  the  rents  and  interest  of  her 
husband's  real  and  personal  estates,  after  receiving  them  for  five 
years  from  his  death.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  would  have 
been  an  abuse  of  the  general  principle  to  have  extended  it  to  such 
a  case  as  the  present.' 

Widow  not  concluded  hy  an  election  made  under  a  mistake  as  to  the 

condition  of  the  estate. 

47.  If  the  election  be  made  by  the  widow  under  the  supposition 
that  the  estate  devised  to,  and  accepted  by  her,  is  free  from  all 
claims  and  demands,  when  the  fact  is  the  reverse  ;  or  if  it  be  made 
before  the  circumstances  necessary  to  a  judicious  and  discrimina- 
ting choice,  are  ascertained,  then  such  election  will  not  bind  her, 
because  made  under  a  mistake,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  real  state 
of  the  property ;  and  under  these  circumstances,  she  will  be  entitled, 
in  equity,  to  relief.' 


^  See,  also,  Parker  v.  Downing,  2  Jar.  28 ;  Bradfords  v.  Rents,  43  Pa.  St.  474. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  601-2 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  674-6. 

s  1  Lead.  Eq.  Gas.  302,  321 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  602 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  676 ; 
Boynton  v.  Boynton,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  446 ;  Pnsej  v.  Desbonyrie,  3  P.  Wms.  316 ;  Wake 
V.  Wake,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  266 ;  Kidney  v,  Goassmaker,  12  Ves.  Jr.  136  ;  Dillon  v.  Par- 
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48.  In  Boynton  v.  Boynton,*  although  Lady  Boynton  had,  by 
her  answer,  elected  to  take  her  dower,  instead  of  the  benefits  given 
to  her  by  her  husband's  will,  Sir  Thomas  Sewel,  M.  R.,  declared 
on  the  hearing,  that  as  no  account  of  the  testator's  personal  estate 
and  of  his  debts  had  been  taken,  she  was  not  obliged  to  make  any 
election  until  the  account  should  be  taken,  and  it  should  appear 
ont  of  what  real  estate  she  was  dowable  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
decease ;  and  it  was  referred  to  the  master  to  take  an  account  of 
the  personal  estate,  and  also  to  state  out  of  what  estate  she  was 
dowable. 

49.  In  Kidney  v.  Goussmaker,'  the  husband,  after  marriage, 
purchased  a  freehold  estate,  which  he  limited  by  deed  in  remainder 
to  his  wife  for  life,  after  his  own  death ;  he  then  by  his  will  made 
several  devises  and  bequests  in  favor  of  his  wife  of  freehold  and 
leasehold  lands,  &;c.,  expressing  them  to  be  in  bar  of  dower,  and 
directing  her  to  release  his  trustees  from  it.  Some  of  the  freehold 
estates  to  which  the  right  of  dower  attached  were  sold  under  the 
trusts  of  the  will.  When  the  above  purchase  was  made,  the  wife 
considered  her  husband  to  be  possessed  of  large  property,  and  not 
otherwise  indebted  than  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business ;  under 
such  impression,  and  the  persuasion  that  she  should  enjoy  the  full 
benefits  of  the  provisions  made  for  her  by  settlement  and  the  will, 
she  released  the  trustees  from  her  dower ;  and  it  was  declared  in 
the  deed  that  it  was  not  to  bar  or  aifect  those  provisions.  Tbe  tes- 
tator, her  husband,  was  greatly  involved  in  debt  at  his  decease;  to 
satisfy  the  whole  of  which  it  became  necessary  to  resort  to  the 
estates  devised  by  him  to  his  wife ;  she  therefore  insisted,  that 
although  she  had  released  her  dower  as  above,  yet,  as  she  did  so 
under  the  belief  that  she  should  enjoy  the  benefits  given  to  her 
by  the  will  and  settlement,  free  from  all  claims  and  deductions,  she 
was  not  bound  by  the  release,  but  was  at  liberty  to  claim  her  dower, 
or  a  compensation  for  it,  in  all  the  freehold  or  customary  estates  of 
which  her  husband  was  seized  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  at  his 


keri  1  Swanst  381,  and  note;  Anderson's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.  (12  Casey),  476  ;  Hall 
V,  Halli  2  M*Gord*B  Cb.  269;  Pincknej  v.  Pincknej,  2  Rich.  Bq.  219,  237;  Upsbaw 
V,  Upshaw,  2  Hen.  k  Manf.  381,  390,  393  ;  Snelgrove  v.  Snelgrove,  4  Desaus.  274  ; 
United  States  v.  Duncan,  4  M'Lean,  99  ;  Adsit  v.  Adsit,  2  John.  Gh.  448,  451.  Con- 
trUf  McDaniel  o.  Doaglas,  6  Hamph.  220.    See  2  Redf.  on  Wills,  pp.  748,  754. 

1  Bojnton  v.  Bojnton,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  445. 

'  Eidnej  v.  Goussmakeri  12  Yes.  Jr.  136,  153. 
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death.  And  Sir  William  Grant,  M.  R.,  determined  that  the  wife 
was  not  bound  bj  her  election,  since  it  was  made  under  a  mistaken 
impression  that  her  husband's  creditors  would  make  no  claim  upon 
the  estates  devised  to  her,  and  that  she  was  therefore  entitled  to 
enforce  any  of  her  legal  rights,  and  to  an  inquiry  for  that  purpose 
of  the  estates  in  which  she  was  entitled  to  dower.^ 

50.  In  South  Carolina,  in  Snelgrove  v.  Snelgrove,'  the  husband 
devised  to  his  wife  his  whole  real  and  personal  estate  during  life. 
She  elected  to  take  under  the  will,  and  entered  upon  and  enjoyed 
the  estate  devised  to  her.  It  was  subsequently  adjudged  that  the 
will  was  invalid  as  to  the  real  estate ;  and  it  was  determined  that 
the  wife  might  take  the  bequest  of  the  personalty  and  her  third 
part  of  the  real  estate  in  fee,  under  the  statute  of  1791,  account- 
ing for  the  rents  and  profits  while  she  held  the  whole  real  estate 
under  the  will.  It  was  also  held  that  her  representatives  were  entitled 
to  exercise  the  same  privilege.  The  subject  was  also  discussed  by 
the  chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Hall.^  ^^The  cases  have  gone 
so  far,"  he  said,  ^^that  after  the  wife  has  made  her  election,  and 
has  received  benefits  under  the  will,  she  has  been  allowed  to  retract 
and  resort  to  her  legal  rights,  when  the  estate  has  turned  out  dif- 
ferently from  what  it  was  believed  and  stated  to  be  at  the  time  of 
the  election  prematurely  made." 

51.  But  if  the  widow,  at  the  time  she  makes  her  election  to  take 
under  the  will,  is  acquainted  with  the  material  fcusts  of  the  case, 
such  election  will  be  binding,  even  though  she  do  not  understand 
her  legal  rights,  provided  no  imposition  is  practiced  upon  her,  or 
no  unfair  advantage  taken  of  her  ignorance  of  the  law,  and  the 
consideration  is  not  grossly  inadequate.^  ^*If  a  widow  who  is 
acquainted  with  all  the  facts,"  said  Black,  Gh.  J.,  in  the  case 
cited,  ''but  is  wholly  unaware  that  by  law  she  has  a  right  of  dower, 
is  induced  by  one  who  knows  the  law,  and  at  the  same  time  knows 
her  ignorance  of  it,  to  release  or  assign  it  for  a  totally  inadequate 
consideration,  she  ought  to  be  relieved.^  But  where  the  error  is 
her  own,  and  no  imposition  has  been  practiced,  nor  any  fraudulent 

I  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  602;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  675. 

*  SnelgroTe  v,  Snelgrore,  4  Desans.  274. 

s  Hall  V,  Hall,  2  McCord's  Ch.  269,  280. 

A  Light  V.  Light,  21  Pa.  St  (9  Harris),  407.    See,  howeTer,  Tooke  v.  Hardeman, 

Geo.  20 ;  aate,  i  39. 

»  Port,  {J  54,  55. 
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advantage  taken,  her  acts  done  under  the  influence  of  it  are  as 
binding  upon  her  as  if  she  knew  the  law  perfectly.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended in  this  case  that  the  demandant's  mistake  of  the  law  (if  she 
made  one)  was  caused  by  the  defendant  or  by  the  executors  of  her 
husband,  or  by  any  person  interested  in  the  estate  ;  nor  is  it  asserted 
that  they  had  any  more  knowledge  of  the  subject  than  she  had. 
That  she  was  not  ignorant  of  any  material  fact,  is  conclusively 
established  by  the  verdict."  It  was  held  in  the  same  case,  that  an 
error  in  the  amount  of  the  personal  estate,  neutralized,  however, 
by  about  an  equal  increase  of  the  debts,  is  immaterial  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  election. 

52.  In  Tennessee,  the  general  rule  upon  this  subject  has  been 
departed  from,  and  it  is  there  held  that  a  widow  who  has  elected 
to  take  under  the  will,  can  have  no  relief  against  a  mistake  as  to 
the  adequacy  of  the  estate  to  meet  the  charge  made  upon  it  in  her 
favor,  unless  her  acceptance  was  procured  by  fraud.^  "  The  statute," 
said  the  court  in  the  case  referred  to,  ^^  gives  her  six  months  to 
examine,  to  inquire,  to  consult  friends;  and  if,  without  fraud  and 
imposition  she  elects  not  to  dissent,  there  is  no  principle  upon 
which,  against  the  express  letter  and  obvious  policy  of  the  statute, 
she  can  claim  to  be  thrown  back  upon  her  dower  right.  She  may, 
in  every  instance,  if  she  will,  be  upon  safe  ground,  and  dissent  from 
the  will,  and  so  have  her  dower,  free  from  debts  resting  upon  the 
estate ;  but,  if  tempted  by  the  apparently  greater  provision  made 
for  her  on  the  face  of  the  will,  she  abandons  this  safe  ground,  and 
declines  to  dissent,  she  must  not,  if  the  experiment  turn  out  badly, 
expect  the  court  to  replace  her  upon  her  dower  right.  We  know 
not  upon  what  safe  principle  this  could  be  done,  and  if  the  statute 
be  departed  from,  at  what  indefinite  period  the  widow  might  resume 
her  claim  to  dower.  If  bank  stock  be  given  her,  the  bank  may 
become  broken ;  if  debts  be  bequeathed,  the  debtors  may  become 
insolvent;  slaves  may  die;  steamboats  explode;  an  ample  provision 
in  personal  property  may  be  swept  away,  because  the  testator, 
surety  to  a  large  amount  for  very  wealthy  men,  may  have  forgotten 
the  matter;  but  misfortunes  in  trade,  or  the  hazard  of  the  gaming 
table,  may  reduce  them  to  beggary,  and  throw  the  liability  solely 
upon  the  estate ;  shall  the  widow  then  come  back  and  take  her  dower  ? 
These  are  contingencies  to  be  thought  of  by  her,  in  determining 

^  lIcDaniel  v.  Douglas,  6  Humph.  220.    But  see  post,  {  5S. 
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whether  the  proyisions  of  the  will  be  satisfactory  to  her,  and  before 
she  steps  off  from  the  safe  and  solid  ground  of  her  dower,  to  take 
under  the  will." 

58.  It  is  held  in  Ohio,  that  an  election  formally  made  and 
entered  upon  the  journal  of  the  probate  court  at  the  instance  of 
the  widow,  can  not  afterwards,  and  within  the  time  allowed  her  for 
making  it,  be  set  aside  by  her  at  pleasure.  Nor  has  the  probate 
judge  any  authority  to  cancel  an  election  previously  made  and 
entered,  for  an  alleged  mistake  of  the  widow,  as  to  the  provisions 
and  effect  of  the  will.  The  election,  when  made  and  recorded,  can 
be  vacated  only  on  petition  in  a  court  having  general  equity  juris- 
diction.^ 

An  election  induced  by  fraud  is  not  binding  upon  the  widow. 

54.  If,  by  means  of  fraud  and  imposition  practiced  upon  her,  a 
widow  is  induced  to  make  an  election  contrary  to  her  true  interests, 
and  different  from  what  she  would  otherwise  have  done,  a  court  of 
equity  will  afford  her  proper  relief.*  If  she  be  prevented  by  fraud 
from  renouncing  her  husband's  will  within  the  time  required  by 
law,  she  will  be  placed,  in  equity,  in  the  same  situation  in  all 
respects,  as  if  she  had  dissented  in  time.  An  instance  of  the  appli- 
cation of  this  principle  occurred  in  Smart  v.  Waterhouse.'  There, 
the  widow  intended  to  dissent  from  her  husband's  will;  but  the 
executor  represented  to  her  that  it  would  produce  great  confusion 
in  the  estate ;  that  her  distributive  share  was  about  five  thousand 
dollars,  and  that  if  she  did  not  dissent  she  would  be  paid  that 
amount;  in  consequence  of  which  she  did  not  dissent.  The  executor, 
at  the  time  he  made  these  representations,  knew,  or  from  his  situ- 
ation had  the  means  of  knowing,  that  her  share  would  be  double 
that  amount.  It  was  held  that  this  was  a  fraud  upon  the  widow, 
and  that  a  court  of  equity  would  grant  her  relief. 

55.  The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  widow  has  been  led,  either 
by  fraudulent  misrepresentations  or  an  unfair  concealment  of 
material  facts,  to  renounce  the  provisions  of  the  will.  In  Morrison 
V.  Morrison,^  a  widow,  having  renounced  the  provision  made  for 

1  Davis  V.  Davis,  1 1  Ohio  St.  386. 

>  Smart  v.  Waterbouse,  10  Yerg.  94;  McDaniel  v,  Douglas,  6  Hnmpb.  220;  Moi^ 
rison  v.  Morrison,  2  Dana,  13 ;  Light  v.  Light,  21  Pa.  St.  (9  Harris),  407.  See  Re«d 
V.  Diclcerman,  12  Pick.  146,  151. 

s  Smart  v.  Waterhonse,  10  Terg.  94.  ^  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  2  Dana,  13. 
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her  by  the  will  of  her  deceased  husband,  united  in  a  bill  with  some 
of  his  children  for  a  settlement  and  distribution  of  the  personal 
estate,  and  also  claiming  dower  in  certain  slaves  which  her  husband 
had  sold  and  conveyed  during  his  last  illness  to  his  brother.     She 
alleged  that  these  slaves  were  all  that  her  husband  owned;  that 
their  sale  and  conveyance  were  secretly  made  and  purposely  con- 
cealed from  her,  until  after  she  had  made  her  renunciation  of  the 
will,  and  were  then  immediately  taken   into  possession  by  the 
brother;  that  previous  to  her  renunciation,  she  had  consulted  with 
him,  whether  she  ought  to  renounce  or  not;  that  he  advised  her  to 
do  it,  and  made  a  calculation  of  the  value  of  her  third  of  the  slaves, 
to  prove  to  her  that  such  was  her  interest.     In  his  answer,  the 
brother  admitted  that  the  conveyance  to  him  was  secretly  made, 
and  stated  that  it  was  concealed  from  the  widow  during  her  hus- 
band's life,  at  the  particular  request  of  the  latter.     He  further 
admitted  that  he  staid  one  night  at  the  house  of  the  complainant, 
between  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  husband  and  her  renunciation ; 
that  while  there  she  consulted  with  him  whether  she  ""ought  to 
renounce,  and  that  he  did  not  disclose  to  her  his  purchase  of  the 
slaves.     He  denied  that  he  advised  her  to  make  the  renunciation, 
or  made  a  calculation  showing  that  it  would  be  to  her  interest;  on 
the  contrary,  he  averred  that  he  expressly  declined  giving  her  any 
advice  on  that  subject,  and  referred  her  to  her  father,  as  the  more 
proper  and  equally  competent  person  to  give  her  advice.    The  court 
said:  ^^  We  think  his  own  admissions  entitle  her  to  the  relief  prayed 
against  him.   It  is  not  necessary  to  the  case  that  he  should  actually 
have  given  the  advice.     The  law,  equally  with  morality,  requires 
that  he  should  have  disclosed  his  title  to  the  slaves,  as  well  as  for- 
borne to  give  such  advice.     Every  principle  of  ethics  and  of  law 
that  requires  the  forbearance  of  the  one,  equally  enjoins  the  per- 
formance of  the  other.   The  one  was  as  much  calculated  to  deceive 
and  produce  the  injury  which  ensued  as  the  other.     No  blameless 
motive  can  be  presumed  for  his  failure  to  disclose  his  title,  when 
he  knew  that  the  possession  of  that  information  was  indispensable 
to  her,  in  order  to  attain  a  correct  conclusion  as  to  her  true  interest 
on  the  subject  about  which  she  was  consulting  him.     Even  the 
alleged  motive  for  the  original  concealment  had  ceased  with  her 
husband's  death.     None  can  be  imagined  for  continuing  it  after- 
wards, but  that  of  thereby  tempting  her  to  commit  the  act  she  did, 
to  her  own  prejudice,  through  ignorance  of  the  sale  to  him.     He 
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knew  she  was  in  error  on  that  subject,  and  supposed  the  slaves  liable 
to  her  dower  claim.  His  failure  to  undeceive  her  oould  only  have 
resulted  from  a  desire  on  his  part  that  she  should  injure  herself  by 
making  the  renunciation.  The  obligation  on  him  to  make  the  dis- 
closure was  the  more  imperative,  because  he  had  been  a  participant 
in  the  original  arrangement  by  which  the  sale  had  been  made  in 
secret,  and  purposely  concealed  from  her.'- 

Remedy  of  the  widow  where  she  has  been  deprived  of  the  protdsian 

given  in  lieu  of  dower, 

56.  By  statute  in  Massachusetts,  if  the  widow  be  deprived  of  the 
provision  given  her  by  will,  she  is  entitled  to  demand  her  dower  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  no  such  provision  had  been  made.^  Like 
enactments  are  in  force  in  Maine,'  Michigan,'  Wisconsin,^  Minne- 
sota,^ Oregon,*  Vermont,^  Rhode  Island,^  Virginia,*  Missouri,^^ 
Kansas, ^^  and  Indiana.^'  Under  these  statutes,  the  widow  is  enti* 
tied  to  b^  endowed  if  the  property  of  the  testator  be  required  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts.^'  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  deprivation 
should  be  total ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  of  a  substantial  part.^^  And 
in  such  case  she  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  as  well  where  the  pro- 
vision is  by  devise  of  all  the  testator's  property,  on  condition  that 
she  pay  all  his  debts  and  legacies,  as  where  it  is  by  bequest  of  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  or  of  specific  property.^^  Nor  does  it  make 
any  difference  that  a  previous  application  for  dower  had  been  made 
and  refused  before  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  widow 
would  be  deprived  of  the  provision  in  the  will.^*  Whether,  in  case 
of  a  failure  of  the  testamentary  provision  made  for  her,  the  widow 
is  entitled  to  dower,  if,  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed 
for  making  an  election  she  is  advised  of  such  failure,  and  neglects 
to  claim  dower  within  that  period,  is  a  question  that  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  determined.^^ 


1  Gea.  Stat.  Mass.  ch.  90,  {  13.  *  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  j  13. 

s  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  853,  {  20.  «  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  2  20. 

ft  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  20.  •  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {  20. 

7  Qen.  Stat.  Verm.,  p.  413,  {11.  »  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  506,  {  23. 

•  Code  Ya.  1849,  p.  475,  {6.  lo  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  672,  {  18. 
u  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  479,  2  13. 

"  1  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1852,  p.  255,  2  42.  "  Thompson  v,  McGaw,  1  Met  66. 

i«  Hastings  v.  Cliflford,  32  Maine,  132.  »  Thompson  v.  McGaw,  1  Met.  66. 

1  •  Ibid.  »  See  Hastings  v,  Clifford,  32  Maine,  1 32. 
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57.  In  New  Jersey,  if  the  widow,  without  fault  on  her  part,  be 
eyicted  by  title  paramount,  or  by  legal  sale  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  from  premises  devised  to  her  in  lieu  of  dower,  she  will  be 
remitted  to  her  rights  under  the  law.^  In  Iowa,  she  is  entitled  to 
her  rights  under  the  law  where  the  title  to  the  property  devised  to 
her  fails.'  So,  in  South  Carolina,  a  widow  taking  a  legacy  and 
waiving  dower,  may  again  set  up  her  claim  to  dower,  if  the  debts 
take  away  the  legacy.*  By  the  Maryland  statute  of  1798,*  a  widow 
may  become  entitled  to  dower,  after  having  accepted  a  devise  in 
lieu  of  that  right,  provided  nothing  passes  by  such  devise.  But  a 
partial  failure  of  the  devise  will  not  entitle  her  to  compensation 
out  of  the  residue  of  the  estate,  unless  the  failure  is  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  make  what  she  receives  less  in  value  than  her  share 
under  the  law.^  Where  a  testator  devised  land  which  he  had  pre- 
viously mortgaged,  and  charged  it  in  the  hands  of  the  devisee  with 
a  provision  for  his  wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  which  provision  the  widow 
accepted,  and  the  land  was  afterwards  sold  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt,  it  was  held  that  she  had  a  preferred  claim  upon  the  surplus 
proceeds  of  sale  as  against  the  devisee,  but  that  she  had  no  claim 
against  the  mortgagee.^ 

68.  In  Kentucky,  if  the  widow  is  lawfully  deprived  of  her  jointure, 
or  any  part  thereof,  she  may  have  indemnity  therefor  by  way  of 
dower  or  damages  out  of  her  husband's  estate.^  In  Tennessee,  if 
a  provision  of  personal  estate  is  made  for  her,  but  the  whole  of  the 
husband's  property,  including  the  bequest,  is  taken  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  she  may,  without  any  formal  dissent,  sue  for 
dower.*  In  New  York,  it  has  been  held,  that  if  part  of  the  pro- 
visions made  by  a  testator  are  declared  void,  the  widow  is  not  bound 
by  a  previous  election  to  receive  such  provisions  except  as  against 
bond  fide  purchasers  or  mortgagees;  still,  she  may,  if  she  will, 
accept  the  residue  in  lieu  of  her  dower.* 


^  ThompBOD  V.  Egberti  2  Harris.  459. 
s  CorrieU  v.  Ham,  2  Clarke  (Iowa),  552. 

*  Gist  V.  Gattell,  2  Desaas.  53.  ^  Gh.  101,  sab  cb.  13. 

»  Chew  V.  Farmers  Baak,  9  Gill,  361  ,•  Thomas  v.  Wood,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  296. 

*  Chew  V.  Farmers  Bank,  9  Gill,  361. 

V  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ky.  by  StaDton,  p.  26,  {  8.    See  Stevens  v,  Terrel,  3  Hon.  133. 
8  Code  Tenn.  1858,  2  2404. 

*  Hone  V.  Van  Schaick,  7  Paige,  221 ;  affirmed  in  20  Wend.  564.    See  ante,  ch. 
zv.,  II  82-89. 
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A  widow  taking  a  te$tamentary  provision  in  lieu  of  dower  is  regarded 
as  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

59.  A  bequest  in  lieu  of  dower,  accepted  by  election,  is  so  far 
based  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  that,,  though  subject  to  the 
demands  of  creditors,  it  has  priority  over  other  legacies,  and  will 
not  abate  with  them.^  The  reason  upon  which  this  rule  is  founded, 
is  thus  stated :  ^'  It  is  the  price  put  by  the  testator  himself  upon 
that  right,  and  which  she  is  at  liberty  to  accept.  Her  relinquish- 
ment of  dower  forms  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  testamentary 
gifts.  In  this  point  of  view,  she  becomes  a  purchaser  of  the  pro- 
perty left  to  her  by  the  will.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  the  husband 
offers  a  price  for  his  wife's  legal  right  of  dower  which  he  proposes 
to  extinguish ;  and  if  she  agrees  to  the  terms,  she  relinquishes  it 
and  is  entitled  to  the  price.  It  is,  therefore,  a  matter  of  conven- 
tion or  contract  between  them ;  and  what  she  thus  becomes  entitled 
to  receive  is  not  by  way  of  bounty,  like  other  general  bequests; 
but  as  purchase-money  for  what  she  relinquishes,  and  which,  con- 
sequently, must  be  paid  in  preference  to  other  legacies,  they  being 
merely  voluntary.'** 

60.  In  a  case  in  Virginia,  where  a  life  estate  in  lands  had  been 
devised  to  the  widow  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  the  life  estate  was  of 
less  value  than  her  dower  would  have  been,  it  was  held  that  the 
former  could  not  be  subjected  to  the  burden  of  paying  any  part  of 
the  debts.' 

61.  In  Maryland^  and  Mississippi,^  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that 

1  1  Lead.  Eq.  Cas.  320 ;  1  Roper  on  Legacies,  432  ;  Burridge  v.  Bradjl,  1  P.  Wms. 
127  ;  Blower  V.  Morret,  2  Yes.  Sen.  420 ;  Davenhill  v.  Fletcher,  Ambl.  244;  Heath  v. 
Dendj,  1  Russ.  643;  Norcott  v.  Gordon,  14  Sim.  (37  Eng.  Ch.)  258;  WiUiamson  v. 
Williamson,  6  Paige,  298  ;  Isenhart  v.  Brown,  1  Edw.  Gh.  411 ;  Hnbbard  v.  Habbard, 
6  Met.  50 ;  Pollard  f.  Pollard,  1  Allen,  490 ;  Reed  v.  Reed,  9  Watts,  263 ;  Lord  v. 
Lord,  23  Conn.  327  ;  Loocock  v.  Clarkson,  1  Desaus.  471 ;  Stuart  v,  Carson,  Ibid. 
500 ;  Gibson  v,  McCormick,  10  Gill  k  J.  65,  113 ;  Thomas  v.  Wood,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec. 
296  ;  Collins  v.  Carman,  5  Md.  503 ;  Bowie  v.  Berrj,  3  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  339 ;  Hall's  case, 
1  Bland,  Ch.  203  ;  Gaw  v.  Huffman,  12  Gratt.  628.  Contra^  Chambers  v.  Davis,  15 
B.  Mon.  522. 

'  By  the  yice  chancellor,  in  Isenhart  v.  Brown,  1  Edw.  Ch.  411,  413. 

s  Gaw  V.  Huffman,  12  Gratt.  628. 

«  Act  of  1798,  ch.  101,  sub  ch.  13,  {  6;  1  Md.  Code,  p.  682,  2  288;  Gibson  v. 
McCormick,  10  Gill  k  J.  65,  113 ;  Thomas  v.  Wood,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  296;  Bowie  v. 
Berry,  3  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  359 ;  Hall's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch.  203 ;  Collins  v.  Carman,  5  Md. 
503. 

B  Rey.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  469,  art.  70. 
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a  widow  accepting  or  abiding  by  a  deyise  in  lieu  of  her  legal  right, 
shall  be  considered  as  a  purchaser  for  a  fair  consideration.  And 
it  is  held,  that  where  such  a  provision  has  be«n  accepted,  the  court, 
in  decreeing  a  sale  of  the  property  for  the  payment  of  the  testator's 
debts,  should  order  it  to  be  made  subject  to  the  devise  to  the  widow, 
unless  it  is  shown  that  the  provision  in  her  favor  exceeds  her  com- 
mon law  right,  and  is  therefore  injurious  and  unjust  to  creditors.^ 
The  rule  is,  that  she  is  to  be  considered  a  purchaser  of  the  devise, 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  her  share  or  legal  right.* 

62.  In  New  Jersey,  if  the  wife  have  no  inchoate  right  of  dower 
at  the  time  her  husband  makes  his  will,  or  afterwards,  a  legacy 
given  in  lieu  of  dower  will  abate  in  proportion  to  other  legacies.' 
And  the  fact  that  she  had  no  such  right  may  be  shown  by  evidence.^ 
And  it  has  been  held  in  the  same  State,  in  a  case  where  a  legacy 
coupled  with  a  devise  of  real  estate  was  given  to  a  widow  in  lieu  of 
dower,  that  her  acceptance  of  the  provision  did  not  create  an  equity 
in  her  favor  to  charge  her  legacy  on  the  land  against  other  devisees.^ 

63.  By  the  North  Carolina  statute,  it  is  declared  that  a  widow 
claiming  under  her  husband's  will,  shall,  in  relation  to  creditors, 
be  considered  as  a  legatee ;  and  she  is  required  to  refund  to  the 
executor  or  administrator  her  rateable  part  of  the  debts  and  demands, 
the  same  as  other  legatees.* 

64.  In  Kentucky,  it  has  been  held,  that  when  a  widow  takes  the 
estate  of  her  husband  under  his  will,  she  holds  as  devisee  merely, 
and  derives  no  right  as  widow,  although  taking  under  the  devise 
may  have  the  effect  to  bar  her  claim  to  dower .^  In  the  case  referred 
to,  the  widow  was  compelled  to  contribute  from  the  property  devised 
to  her,  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator.  But  in  a  more 
recent  case  it  was  determined,  that  under  the  statute  now  in  force 
in  that  State,^  a  legacy  to  the  wife,  by  way  of  jointure,  is,  upon  a 
deficiency  of  assets  to  pay  all  the  legacies,  entitled  to  priority  of 
payment  over  the  general  legatees.' 

1  Qibson  v.  McConnick,  10  GUI  &  J.  65,  113. 

>  Thomas  v.  Wood,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  296 ;  Hall's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch.  203. 

s  Perrlne  v.  Perrine,  1  Halst  133.  *  Ibid. 

'  Paxson  V,  Potto,  2  Green,  Ch.  313.        •  Rev.  Code,  N.  C.  1855,  p.  603,  {  14 

f  Chambers  v.  Davis,  15  B.  Mon.  522.     >  See  ante,  {  58. 

•  Teris  v.  McCreary,  3  Met  (Kj.)  161. 

VOL.   !!•  82 


CHAPTER    XVIII. 

ELOPEMENT  AND  ADULTERY  OF  THE  WIFE  AS  A  BAR  OP  DOWER. 


« 


1.  Bt  the  statate  13  Edward  I.,  ch.  84,  (commonly  called  the 
Statute  of  Westminster  Second),  it  is  enacted,  that  if  a  wife  elope 
from  her  husband  and  continue  with  an  adulterer,  she  shall  be 
barred  of  her  dower,  unless  her  husband  willingly,  and  without 
coercion  of  the  church,  reconcile  her,  and  suffer  her  to  dwell  with 
him.  *^  Si  uxor  sponte  reliquerit  virum  suum,  et  abierit,  et  moretur 
cum  adultero  suo,  amittat  in  perpetuum  actionem  petendi  dotem 
suam,  nisi  vir  suus  sponte,  et  absque  co^rcione  ecclesiastic^,  eam 
reconciliet  et  secum  cohabitare  permittat."^  At  common  law,  elope- 
ment and  adultery  of  the  wife  did  not  operate  as  a  bar  of  dower.' 

2.  In  order  to  create  a  forfeiture  of  dower  under  this  statute,  the 
act  of  the  wife  in  leaving  her  husband  and  cohabiting  with  another 
man,  must  be  entirely  voluntary.  Therefore,  if  the  relatives  of  the 
husband  detain  him  from  his  wife,  so  that  she  is  ignorant  of  what 
is  become  of  him,  and  they  pretend  that  he  is  dead,  and  procure 
her  to  release  all  marriages  and  interests  that  she  may  have  in  him, 
and  moreover  persuade  and  induce  her  to  marry  again,  she  having 
no  notice  of  her  husband  being  alive ;  although  the  man  with  whom 
she  cohabits  have  notice  of  her  husband  being  living,  and  although 
she  in  truth  lives  in  adultery  with  such  man,  she.  will  not  forfeit 
her  dower ;  because  non  reliquit  virum  tponte^  as  mentioned  in  the 
statute.' 

8.  So  if  the  wife  be  forcibly  taken  away  from  her  husband,  and 
<^ntinue  with  the  man  against  her  will,  her  right  to  dower  will  not 
be  forfeited.^  ^^If  a  woman  be  ravished,  and  remain  with  the 
ravisher  against  her  will,  she  shall  not  lose  her  dower."'  But 
although  taken  away  by  force,  if  she  afterwards  voluntarily  remain 

1  2  Inat.  435 ;  PArk,  Dow.  223. 

>  1  Inst.  2  36;  2  Intt  436;  Hethrington  v,  Graham,  6  Bing.  136;  19  Eng.  G.  L. 
31.  Mere  adaltery  is  do  bar  in  equity  to  a  bill  for  dower.  Seagrave  v,  Seagraye, 
13  Yes.  Jr.  439.    See  Park,  Dow.  20,  note,  and  1  Bright,  H.  h  W.  p.  362,  pi.  4. 

s  Gieen  v.  Hasvj,  9  Vin.  Ab.  241,  pL  9  ;  8.  o.  9  Boll.  Ab.  680,  pL  9  ;  1  Bright, 
H.  *  W.  640.;  Park,  Dow.  225^. 

«  Go.  Lltt  32  h.^  Perk.  {  364.  •  Perk.  {  364. 

(498) 
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With* the  adulterer,  she  will  be  barred  of  her  dower.*  In  comment- 
ing upon  the  terms  si  sptmte  reliquerit^  et  aJnerity  et  moretur  cum 
adtUtero^  Lord  Coke  observes:*  "Albeit,  the  words  of  this  branch 
be  in  the  conjunctive,  yet  if  the  woman  be  taken  away,  not  sponUj 
but  against  her  will,  and  after  consent,  and  remain  with  the  adulterer 
without  being  reconciled,  she  shall  lose  her  dower ;  for  the  cause 
of  the  bar  of  her  dower  is  not  the  manner  of  the  going  away,  but 
the  remaining  with  the  adulterer  in  avowtry  without  reconciliation." 

4.  If,  after  such  voluntary  residence,  the  wife  be  detained  against 
her  will ;  or  if  she  leave  the  adulterer,  or  he  turn  her  away,  and 
her  husband  be  not  voluntarily  reconciled  to  her,  she  will,  in  all 
such  cases,  be  excluded  from  dower.*  "Albeit,"  says  Lord  Coke,* 
"she  doth  not  continually  remain  in  avowtry  with  the  adulterer, 
yet  if  she  be  with  him  and  commit  adultery,  it  is  a  tarrying  within 
this  statute.  Also,  if  she  once  remain  with  the  adulterer  in  avow- 
try, and  after  he  keepeth  her  against  her  will ;  or  if  the  avowterer 
turn  her  away,  yet  she  shall  be  said  morari  cum  adultero  within 
this  Act."* 

5.  Whether  the  wife  leave  her  husband  with  or  without  his  con- 
sent, and  live  in  adultery,  she  will,  nevertheless,  forfeit  her  dower, 
if  there  be  no  subsequent  reconciliation  between  them.^  Thus,  in 
Coot  V.  Berty,^  the  defendant  in  error  pleaded  elopement  of  the 
wife,  who  replied  that  her  husband  bargained  and  sold  her  to  the 
adulterer.  The  replication  was  held  to  be  bad,  for  the  license  of 
the  husband  to  his  wife's  adultery  could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  to 
an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  him,  although  it  might  be  insisted 
upon  in  mitigation  of  damages.^ 

1  Co.  Litt.  32  b.  \  2  Inst.  435.  >  2  lost  435. 

s  Co.  Litt.  32  b.;  Perk.  {  354.  «  2  Inst  436. 

*  '*  AH  which  is  comprehended  shortly  in  two  hexameters : 

"  Sponto  Tlram  muUer  ftigiena,  et  adultera  Ikote, 
Bote  viA  oanat,  nlai  qwaai  sponto  retnoU." 

Co.  Litt.  32  b. 

•  2  Inst.  435-6;  Harg.  Co.  Litt.  32  a.,  note  (10). 

f  Coot  V.  Berty,  12  Mod.  232 ;  Rep.  temp.  Holt,  232. 

»  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  639;  2  Orabb,  R.  P.  {  1189;  Park,  Dow.  224.  See,  also, 
Pajnel's  case,  2  Inst.  435  ;  2  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  32  a.,  note  (10),  in  which  the  hnsband, 
by  deed  under  seal,  granted  his  wife  to  a  stranger.  It  was  mled,  I.  That  this  was  a 
Toid  grant ;  2.  That  it  did  not  amount  to  a  license,  or  at  least,  was  a  yoid  license ; 
3.  That  after  elopement  there  shall  not  be  any  averment  quod  non  Juit  aduUerium^ 
though  William  and  Mary  after  the  death  of  John  (the  hnsband),  intermarried.  The 
case  is  set  ont  at  length  in  2  Inst.  435-6.  See,  also,  Dyer,  106  b.,  note,  where  a 
tmnslation  of  the  deed  is  giren. 
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6.  So,  adultery  is  a  bar  to  dower,  although  committed  aftef  the 
husband  and  wife  have  separated  by  mutual  consent.^  ^'It  is  con- 
tended  on  the  part  of  the  demandant,"  said  Tindal,  Gh.  J.,  in  his 
opinion  in  the  case  cited,  ^*  that  each  part  of  the  description  of  the 
offence  contained  in  the  Act  must  be  taken  to  be  cumulative ;  so 
that  the  dower  is  not  barred  unless  the  wife  has  left  her  husband 
willingly  with  the  adulterer ;  has  gone  away  with  him,  and  has 
also  continued  with  him.  Whilst  on  the  part  of  the  tenant,  it  is 
insisted,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  statute  if 
she  has  of  her  own  consent  left  the  society  of  her  husband,  and 
after  she  has  so  left  him,  committed  the  act  of  adultery  ;  and  the 
court  is  of  the  latter  opinion.  It  may  be  admitted,  as  the  fact  is, 
that  in  all  the  ancient  precedents  the  leaving  of  the  husband  by 
the  wife,  is  stated  to  have  been  ^with  the  adulterer.''  But  we  think 
this  is  not  conclusive  on  the  point ;  for,  as  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  case  is  within  the  statute  where  all  these  circumstances 
concur,  so  the  pleader  would  of  course  insert  them  where  the  facts 
of  the  particular  case  warranted  the  insertion.  And,  on  the  con- 
trary, there  is  direct  authority  that  all  the  circumstances  mentioned 
in  the  statute  need  not  concur  in  form  provided  they  do  so  in  sub- 
stance.' .  .  .  And  this  appears  more  evident  by  the  case  of  Sir  John 
Gamoys,  cited  in  2  Inst.  435,  where  the  plea  states  that  the  wife 
left  her  husband  in  his  life,  and  lived  as  an  adulteress  with  Sir  W. 
Paynel,  and  the  replication  took  issue  that  she  did  not  live  as  an 
adulteress  with  the  said  Sir  W.  P.,  wherein  the  bar  was  held  good, 
though  there  was  no  allegation  that  she  left  with  the  adulterer ; 
and  it  ought  not  to  be  forgotten  that  Britton,  whose  book  was  pub- 
lished immediately  after  the  framing  of  this  statute,  speaking  of  a 
writ  of  dower  brought  against  the  heir  and  his  guardian,  says : 
^He  may  say  she  hath  forfeited  dower  of  her  husband  by  her 
adultery ;  for  she  went  from  her  husband  to  another  bed  after  she 
had  married  him,  and  so  forfeited  her  dower.'  Now  here  no  mention 
is  made  of  a  leaving  of  the  husband,  either  willingly,  or  with  any 
particular  person,  but  the  plea  states  only  in  substance  that  the 
wife  was  living  apart  from  her  husband  in  adultery.  The  authorities, 
therefore,  above  referred  to,  place  the  forfeiture  of  the  dower  upon 
the  fact  of  a  living  from  the  husband  in  adultery,  and  not  upon  the 

^  Hethrington  v.  Graham,  6  Bing.  135 ;  19  Bog.  G.  L.  31. 

*  Bee  Lib.  Intrationum,  fo.  20 ;  Rastal,  230;  Dyer,  107,       *  2  Inst.  435 ;  ante,  {  3. 
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oircumstanceB  attending  the  elopement ;  and  as  we  think  the  good 
sense  and  reason  of  the  case  concur  with  these  authorities,  we  hold 
the  proper  construction  of  the  statute  to  be  what  the  words  still  will 
warrant,  that  if  a  woman  leaves  her  husband  with  her  own  free  will, 
and  afterwards  lives  in  adultery,  the  dower  is  forfeited."  And  in 
quite  a  recent  English  case,  after  a  full  review  of  the  authorities,  it 
was  held,  that  a  woman  forfeits  her  dower  under  the  statute,  bj 
adultery  without  reconciliation,  though  she  originally  departed 
from  her  husband's  house  in  consequence  of  his  cruelty.^ 

7.  But  it  seems  there  must  be  a  going  away  in  some  sense,  for  it 
is  said  that  if  the  wife  remain  in  adultery  upon  an  estate  belonging 
to  her  husband,  this  is  not  an  elopement,  and  therefore  does  not 
fall  within  the  statute.'  So,  if  the  lands  were  of  the  joint  purchase 
of  the  husband  and  wife ;  '^because  the  husband  is  to  see  that  none 
such  live  within  his  land  ;"*  or  though  the  wife  live  within  the  house 
of  a  free  tenant  of  the  manor  which  is  her  husband's.^  And  upon 
this  subject,  Perkins  has  the  following  observations  :*  "If  a  man 
seized  of  two  manors  in  fee  take  a  wife,  and  when  he  is  dwelling 
in  one  manor,  the  wife  goes  to  the  other  manor,  and  when  she  is 
there  lives  in  adultery,  it  is  said  that  by  doing  so  she  shall  not  lose 
her  dower ;  because  it  can  not  be  intended  an  elopement  from  her 
husband,  for  she  resides  in  the  proper  manor  of  her  husband,  when 
the  law  can  not  intend  that  she  can  dwell  upon  the  manor  of  her  hus- 
band without  his  agreement."    He  adds,  however,  ^Uamen  qusere.'* 

8.  Lord  Coke,  in  discussing  this  point,  maintains  that  if  the  wife 
leave  her  husband's  house  of  habitation  it  is  an  elopement  within 
the  statute.*  "  Though  she  remain  with  the  avowterer  in  any  of  the 
lands  or  manors  of  her  husband,"  he  observes,  "yet  she  shall  be 
barred  of  her  dower  by  this  branch,  without  the  husband's  free 
reconciliation,  albeit  it  hath  been  otherwise  holden ;  and  the  reason 
that  they  yielded,  is  because  it  is  no  elopement,  whereas  it  appeareth 
before  that  that  the  words  of  reltquerit  ^  abierit  are  not  of  the 
substance  of  the  bar  of  dower,  but  the  adultery,  and  the  remaining 
with  the  adulterer,  as  is  above  said ;  and  albeit  she  and  the  adulterer 

remain  within  any  of  the  lands  or  manors  of  the  husband,  yet  (the 

« 

1  Woodward  v.  Dowse,  10  G.  B.  (N.  S.),  722. 

s  FiUh.  N.  B.  150,  H. ;  Gilb.  Dow.  402  ;  Perk.  {  355 ;  9  Yin.  Ab.  242,  pi.  11, 12 ; 
Park,  Dow.  224 ;  2  Crabb,  R.  P.  {  1191 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  539. 
s  8  Edw.  II.  Dow.  153,  adjudged;  Park,  Dow.  224. 
«  Ibid.  ft  Perk.  {  355.  •  2  Inst.  43<f. 
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words  being  n  uxor  9pante  reliqtierit  ^  ahierit)  she  hatb  left  and 
gone  from  her  husband  in  that  case,  which  is  a  personal  offence."^ 
9.  The  statute  of  Westminster  second  has  been  substantially 
re-enacted  in  New  Jersey,*  Virginia,'  Ohio,*  Illinois,'  Missouri,* 
North  Carolina,^  South  Carolina,®  Kentucky,*  Delaware,^®  and 
Kansas  ;^^  and  it  seems  to  have  been  recognized  as  a  part  of  the 
American  common  law  in  some  of  the  States  where  no  such  re-en- 
actment has  been  made  in  terms.^  In  Connecticut,  it  is  necessarily 
implied  in  the  statute,  which  gives  dower  to  the  wife  only  who  lived 
with  the  husband  at, the  time  of  his  death,  or  was  ^'absent  from  him 
by  his  consent,  or  by  his  default,  or  by  inevitable  accident."'^  In 
Indiana,  if  a  wife  leave  her  husband,  and  be  living  in  adultery  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  she  is  entitled  to  no  part  of  his  estate.^*  In 
New  York,  the  English  statute  was  in  substance  re-enacted  in 
1787;^'^  it  remained  in  force  down  to  the  revision  of  the  laws  in 
1880,  when  it  was  repealed;  and  now  by  the  revised  statutes, 
dower  is  not  barred  by  the  elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife, 
unless  the  marriage  contract  has  been  dissolved  by  divorce.^*    Nor 

1  By  the  Scotch  law,  adultery  is  a  forfeitnre  of  dower,  if  the  husband  adopted  anj 
proceedings  at  law  evinciTe  of  his  intent  to  thsit  effect,  or  of  his  offence  against  her  ; 
and  this  whether  she  eloped  or  not  1  Stair's  Inst.  39  (n.)  321 ;  1  Oreenl.  Cruise, 
109,  note. 

s  Elmer's  Dig.,  p.  145 ;  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  210,  2}  14, 15. 

s  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {7;  Act  of  1785,  12  Hen.  164;  StegaU  o.  Stegall,  2 
Brock.  256. 

4  1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  620,  {  6. 

•  1  Stat  111.  1868,  p.  153,  {  13.  This  statute  bars  the  wife  if  she  yolantarilj 
leave  her  husband  and  commit  adultery. 

•  1  Rey.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  672,  {  20.  But  prior  to  1825  the  statute  was  not 
in  force  in  Missouri.    Lecompte  v.  Wash,  9  Misso.  551. 

T  Rey.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  603,  {  11 ;  Walters  o.  Jordan,  13  Ired.  L.  361. 

•  Act  of  1712,  2  Stat.  S.  C,  p.  422. 

•  2  Rey.  Stat  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  24,  {  4.    See  1  Rey.  SUt,  p.  426,  {15. 

1*  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  291,  {  9.     i^  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  15. 

i>  1  Washb.  R.  P.  197;  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  199,  note;  4  Dane,  Ab.  676;  4  Kent, 
63 ;  Bell  v,  Nealy,  1  Bailey,  312  ;  Cogswell  v.  Tibbetto,  3  N.  H.  41. 

»  Comp.  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  382;  I  Greenl.  Cruise,  199,  note.  See,  also,  Oen. 
Stat  Verm.  ch.  55,  J  1 ;  Thayer  v,  Thayer,  14  Verm.  107. 

i«  1  Ind.  Rey.  Stat  1852,  p.  253,  {  32.  But  a  single  act  is  not  <*  i^liying  in  adul- 
tery" within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    Gaylor  v.  McHenry,  15  Ind.  383. 

"  1  Greenl.  294,  J  7 ;  1  Rey.  Laws,  1801,  p.- 53. 

1*  1  N.  T.  Rey.  Sut  741,  {  8;  Reynolds  v.  Reynolds,  24  Wend.  193  ;  Cooper  v. 
Whitney,  3  Hill,  95.  A  divorce  obtained  by  collusion  or  fraud  will  be  set  aside, 
even  though  followed  by  the  marriage  of  the  successful  party.  Singer  o.  Singer, 
41  Barb.  139.  So  a  divorce  may  be  vacated  for  irregularity  affecting  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person.    Wortman  v.  Wortman,  17  Abb.  Pr.  R.  66. 
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will  the  claim  to  dower  be  defeated  by  the  fact,  that  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  revised  statutes,  the  wife  abandoned  her  husband, 
and  for  many  years  lived  in  open  adultery  away  from  him,  if  the 
death  of  the  husband  occurred  after  those  statutes  went  into  opera- 
tion.^ It  is  held  in  Massachusetts'  and  Rhode  Island,'  that  the 
statute  of  Westminster  Second  is  not  in  force  in  those  States.  In 
Maryland,  on  conviction  of  bigamy,  the  woman  convicted  forfeits 
her  dower  in  the  estate  of  her  first  husband.^ 

10.  The  Virginia  statute  contained  in  the  revision  of  1819,  is  in 
these  words:  ^^If  a  wife  willingly  leave  her  husband  and  go  away 
and  continue  with  her  adulterer,  she  shall  be  barred  for  ever  of 
action  to  demand  her  dower  that  she  ought  to  have  of  her  hus- 
band's lands,  if  she  be  convicted  thereupon,  except,"  &;c«'  In 
Stegall  V,  Stegall,^  which  arose  under  this  enactment,  a  separation 
had  occurred  between  husband  and  wife  in  consequence  of  the 
refusal  of  the  wife  to  accompany  her  husband  to  his  place  of  abode. 
The  wife  excused  herself  for  the  refusal  upon  the  ground  that  her 
husband  was  supposed  to  be  married  to  another  woman,  and  her 
parents  would  not  permit  her  to  go  with  him.  After  the  separa- 
tion, she  contracted  a  second  marriage,  and  lived  and  cohabited 
with  her  second  husband  for  several  years.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by 
her  for  dower  in  the  estate  of  the  first  husband,  Marshall,  Gh.  J., 
after  referring  to  the  statute  above  quoted,  said :  ^'  So  far  as  respects 
that  part  of  the  provision  which  relates  to  the  wife's  willingly  leav- 
ing her  husband,  I  think  it  is  satisfied  by  any  separation  which  is 
voluntary  on  her  part;  and  I  think  any  separation  voluntary  which 
is  not  brought  about  by  his  act  or  by  any  restraint  on  her  person. 
In  this  case,  it  does  not  appear  that  her  person  was  restrained,  and 
the  authority  of  her  parents  ceased  on  her  marriage.  Her  husband 
wished  her  to  accompany  him,  and  she  refused.  The  separation 
must  therefore  be  considered  as  voluntary  on  her  part.  The  report 
that  he  was  married  with  another  woman  does  not  justify  her  refusal 
to  accompany  him,  because  it  was  not  true,  in  fact,  and  she  ought 
not  to  have  acted  upon  it.     But  if  his  real  situation  was  such  as  to 

*  RejnoldB  v.  RejnoldB,  24  Wend.  193 ;  Oooper  «.  Whitney,  3  Hill,  95. 

*  Lakin  v.  Lakin,  2  Allen,  45.  *        *  Bryan  o.  Batcheller,  6  R.  I.  643. 
4  iMd.  Code,  p.  207,  {  11. 

*  1  Rev.  Code,  1819,  ch.  107,  {10.    The  present  statute  differs  in  phraseology 
from  the  one  above  quoted,  bnt  is  substantially  the  same.    Code  Ya.  1849,  p.  475, 

*  Stogall  V.  StogaU,  >  Brock.  266. 
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justify  separation,  it  could  not  justify  ber  subsequent  conduct. 
That  was  incompatible  with  the  continuance  of  her  claims  on  him 
as  a  husband. 

11.  ^'  The  words,  ^  and  go  away  and  continue  with  her  adulterer,' " 
the  chief  justice  continued,  ^^  would,  I  am  much  inclined  to  think, 
be  satisfied  by  an  open  state  of  adultery,  whether  the  woman  resided 
in  the  same  house  with  her  adulterer,  or  in  separate  houses ;  wheth^ 
in  her  own  or  a  friend's  house,  or  in  his ;  whether  with  or  without 
the  ceremony  of  marriage,  which,  in  this  case,  is  absolutely  Yoid; 
and  which,  if  performed  in  the  belief  that  her  marriage  with  Stegall 
was  a  nullity,  may  justify  that  act  in  her  own  conscience,  but  can 
not  justify  her  claim  to  dower  in  Stegall's  estate.  I  think  it  per- 
fectly clear  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  his  lands." 

12.  Under  the  North  Carolina  statute,^  barring  the  claim  of  the 
adulteress  for  dower,  '^if  she  willingly  leave  her  husband  and  go 
away  and  continue  with  her  adulterer,"  it  is  held,  that  although 
the  wife  do  not  continuously  remain  in  adultery  with  the  adulterer, 
yet  if  she  be  with  him,  and  commit  adultery,  it  is  a  "continuing" 
within  the  statute ;  and  if  she  once  remain  with  him  in  adultery, 
and  he  afterwards  keep  her  against  her  will;  or  if  he  turn  her  away, 
she  shall  still  be  said  "to  continue"  with  him  within  the  statute.' 
It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  any  adultery  before  the 
wife  leaves  her  husband,  nor  an  elopement  with  the  man  with  whom 
she  afterwards  commits  adultery;  but  she  is  barred  by  adultery 
committed  with  any  person  after  she  has  willingly  left  her  hus- 
band.' But  in  order  to  defeat  a  claim  to  dower  under  this  statute, 
it  must  appear  that  the  wife  voluntarily  left  her  husband.  If  driven 
away  by  him,  or  by  his  compulsion,  she  does  not  forfeit  her  dower.^ 

13.  In  South  Carolina,  it  is  held,  that  if  the  wife  leave  her  hus- 
band by  compulsion,  but  refuse  to  return  on  his  offer  to  take 

1  Rev.  Stat  N.  C,  ch.  121,  {  11. 

s  Walters  v.  Jordan,  13  Ired.  L.  361.    See  ante,  {  4. 

s  J^alters  v.  Jordan,  13  Ired.  L.  361. 

^  Ibid.  In  this  case,  the  wife  had  become  eneienUf  ta  the  hnsband  had  good 
reason  to  beliere,  by  a  negro,  and  he  compelled  her  to  leave  his  house.  She  after- 
wards continued  her  adnlterons  intercoorse  with  the  negro ;  bat  the  coart  held, 
that  as  she  had  not  left  her  hnsband  Toluntarilj,  bat  on  his  compulsion,  the  case 
did  not  come  within  the  statute.  Pearson,  J.,  dissented,  holding  that  as  the  caose 
of  her  ezpalsion  was  her  adultery,  and  she  had  continued  in  adultery  afterwards, 
she  was  not  entitled  to  dower.  In  this  he  appears  to  be  supported  by  the  authori- 
ties.   See  QoTier  v.  Hancock,  6  Term,  603 ;  Woodward  v.  Dowse,  citod  ante,  {  6. 
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her  back,  and  afterwards  live  in  adultery,  she  is  barred  of  her 
dower.* 

14.  It  has  been  decided  in  New  Hampshire,  in  accordance  with 
the  weight  of  the  English  authorities,'  that  a  wife  does  not  forfeit 
her  dower  bj  committing  adultery  npon  the  premises  of  her  hus- 
band.^ ^^Upon  looking  into  the  plea  in  the  present  case,''  the 
oonrt  observed,  ^^we  find  that  it  is  alleged  that  the  demandant 
committed  adultery  on  a  particular  day,  and  thereafterwards  lived 
in  adultery,  daring  the  life  of  her  late  husband,  he,  her  late  hus- 
band being  absent  on  a  voyage  to  Europe ;  but  there  is  no  allega- 
tion that  she  left  her  husband,  and  departed  and  dwelt  with  the 
adulterer.  Notwithstanding  anything  alleged  in  this  plea,  she 
may  have  continued  to  reside  in  the  family  of  her  late  husband 
daring  the  whole  time  mentioned  in  the  plea;  and  however  gross 
her  conduct  there  may  h^^e  been  during  the  absence  of  her  hus- 
band, it  is  very  clear  it  does  not  amount  to  an  elopement." 

15.  The  fact  of  elopement  and  adultery  may  be  shown  upon  the 
trial  in  an  action  by  the  wife  for  the  recovery  of  her  dower/  But 
in  such  action,  if  the  adultery  of  the  demandant  be  relied  upon  as 
a  bar  to  her  claim,  the  tenant  is  bound  to  prove  the  fact  aflBrm- 
atively.'  Proof  of  the  second  marriage  of  the  demandant  within 
three  years  after  her  first  husband  left  home,  but  after  there  was 
a  reputation  in  the  family  of  his  death,  without  showing  that  he 
was  then  alive,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  that  she  was  guilty  of 
adultery.* 

16.  We  have  seen  that  by  the  statute  of  Westminster  Second,  if 
the  husband,  after  the  wife  has  been  guilty  of  infidelity  within  the 
terms  of  the  Act,  become  reconciled  to  her,  and  suffer  her  to  live 
with  him,  she  shall  be  restored  to  her  dower.^  But  in  order  to 
have  this  effect,  the  reconciliation  must  be  voluntary,  and  without 
the  coercion  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts.^ 

17.  According  to  Lord  Coke,  cohabitation  alone  is  not  sufficient 
to  prove  a  voluntary  reconciliation  by  the  husband.  ''  Cohabita- 
tion," he  says,  ^'is  not  sufficient  without  reconciliation  made  by 
the  husband  spantey  so  as  cohabitation  only  in  the  same  house  with 


1  Bell  V.  Neftly,  1  Bail.  312.  >  See  ante,  {{  7,  8. 

>  Cogswell  V.  Tibbetts,  3  N.  H.  41. 

«  Tad.  Gas.  51 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  196,  pi.  4 ;  Bell  v,  Nealy,  1  Bail.  312. 

•  Cochrane  v,  Libby,  18  Maine  (6  Shepl.),  39.  •  Ibid.  ^  Ante,  {  I. 

•  Co.  Litt  32  b.  J  2  Inst.  436  ;  Perk.  {  354. 
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her  husband  availeth  her  not."^  It  seems  to  be  establishedj^how- 
ever,  that  cohabitation  of  husband  and  wife,  after  the  elopement, 
without  compulsion,  is  suflScient  evidence  of  reconciliation.' 

18.  If  elopement  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  dower,  and  issue  be  joined 
upon  a  reconciliation,'  the  defendant  will  not  be  permitted  to  prove 
any  other  elopement  besides  that  mentioned  in  the  plea ;  because 
there  might  have  been  man j  elopements  of  the  wife  and  subsequent 
reconciliations,  and  the  demandant  can  only  be  prepared  to  support 
her  replication  of  a  reconciliation  after  the  particular  elopement* 
specified  in  the  defendant's  plea.' 

19.  The  husband  will  not  be  obliged  to  take  his  wife  back  again, 
after  she  has  eloped  from  him  and  committed  adultery.^ 

20.  If,  during  the  elopement  the  husband  purchase  lands  and 
alien  them,  or  sell  those  of  which  he  was  seized  at  the  time  of  his 
wife's  leaving  him,  and  he  afterwards  become  reconciled  to  her,  she 
will  be  entitled  to  dower  of  all  such  lands.' 


1  2  Inst.  436. 

s  Haworth  v.  Herbert,  Dyer,  106  b ;  1  Roll.  Ab.  680,  pi.  10 ;  Park,  Dow.  226;  I 
Brigbt,  H.  &  W.  641,  pi.  16;  2  Crabb,  R.  P.  {  1189.  See,  also,  Bateman  o.  Boss, 
1  Dow.  246. 

s  Ha  worth  v.  Herbert,  Dyer,  106  b.,  pi.  22 ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  639,  pL  10;  2  Crabb, 
R.  P.,  2  1189;  Park,  Dow.  226. 

*  GoTier  V.  Hancock,  6  Term  Rep.  §03 ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  661 ;  I  Greenl.  Cruise, 
199,  note. 

•  Co.  Litt.  33  a.,  note  8  ;  13  Rep.  23 ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  669 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.  196, 
pi.  4. 
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DIYOROB  AS  AFFBCTING   POWBB. 


'  1.  It  is  a  question  upon  which  there  is  a  diversity  of  opinion  in 
the  American  States,  whether  a  divorce  d  vintnUo  matrimoniiy  will 
terminate  the  right  of  dower  of  the  wife  in  the  estate  of  the  hus- 
band from  whom  she  has  been  divorced,  in  the  absence  of  a  legis<- 
lative  saving  of  that  right ;  and  the  diflSculties  attending  a  correct 
determination  of  this  question  have  been  greatly  increased  by  the 
radical  changes  made  in  this  country  in  the  matrimonial  law  of 
England. 

2.  Lord  Coke,  says :  '^  It  is  necessary  that  the  marriage  do  con- 
tinue ;  for  if  that  be  dissolved,  the  dower  ceaseth ;  ubi  nullum  matri- 
maniumj  ibi  nulla  dos.  But  this  is  to  be  understood  when  the  hus- 
band and  wife  are  divorced  d  vinculo  matrimonii^  as  in  case  of 
pre-contract,  consanguinity,  affinity,  &c.,  and  not  d  mennd  et  tharo 
only,  as  for  adultery."^  The  distinction  here  made  between  the 
grounds  of  a  divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonii  and  a  divorce  d  mensd 
et  thoro  in  the  English  law,  is  an  important  one,  and  has  a  material 
bearing  upon  the  subject  under  consideration. 

8.  We  have  seen  in  a  former  part  of  this  work,  that  there  are 
certain  impediments  to  marriage,  known  as  the  canonical  and  the 
civil.  With  but  a  single  exception  (that  of  infancy)  the  civil  disa- 
bilities render  a  marriage  void  ab  initio.  The  canonical  disabilities, 
except  where  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  make  it  voidable  only.* 
If  a  marriage  voidable  by  reason  of  canonical  impediments,  be  dis- 
solved by  decree,  the  effect  is  to  entirely  annul  it.  From  that  time 
forward  the  marriage  is  treated  as  void  from  the  beginning,  and 
the  parties  as  having  never  been  married.' 

4.  It  is  to  a  decree  of  divorce  having  this  effect,  that  Lord  Coke 
refers  when  he  says,  '^  ubi  nullum  matrimonium^  ibi  nulla  dos." 


1  Co.  Liu.  32  a.    See  Park,  Dow.  19,  20  ;  post,  {  13. 
»  Vol.  i.,  ch.  vii. 

>  Vol.  i.,  cb.  yii.,  {{  2)  ^ )  ch.  nil.,  {  19  ;  Park,  Dow.  19,  20 ;  Bishop,  Mar.  &  DW. 
3d  ed.,  ch.  30. 
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This  is  shown  by  his  language  limiting  the  operation  of  the  rule 
stated  by  him  to  cases  of  divorce  for  '^  pre-contract,  consangninitj, 
and  affinity,"  all  of  which  belong  to  the  class  of  canonical  diaa- 
bilities ;  and  by  the  fact  that  the  English  matrimonial  law  does  not 
admit  of  a  divorce  a  vinculo  for  causes  arising  subsequent  to  the 
marriage.  Where,  as  in  the  cases  above  mentioned,  a  decree  dis- 
solving the  marriage,  operates  as  a  sentence  of  nullity,  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  understanding  the  reason  why  the  right  of  dower  is 
determined  by  the  judicial  act.  The  marriage  contract  is  annihi- 
lated ;  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife 
never  subsisted  between  the  parties ;  their  rights  of  property,  as 
between  themselves,  are  to  be  viewed  as  having  never  been  operated 
upon  by  the  marriage.^  It  is  plain  that  under  these  circumstances 
there  can  be  no  right  of  dower. 

5.  In  the  American  courts,  however,  the  practice  as  to  divorces 
is  different.  The  statutes  of  nearly  all  the  States,  departing  in  this 
respect  from  the  English  law,  provide  for  a  dissolution  of  the  mar- 
riage for  matters  arising  subsequent  to  its  solemnization ;  but 
decrees  of  divorce  founded  upon  these  statutes  operate  prospectively 
only,  and  do  not  avoid  the  marriage  from  the  beginning.  The 
marriage  stands  as  a  g«H)d  marriage  from  the  time  it  was  entennl 
into  down  to  the  date  of  the  decree  of  dissolution.  Whether,  to 
this  condition  of  the  parties,  so  different  from  that  resulting  from  a 
divorce  d  vinculo  in  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts,  the  same 
consequences  as  to  dower  attach,  is  a  grave  and  important  question. 
.  6.  Parliamentary  divorces  bear  some  analogy  ta  divorces  granted 
in  this  country ;  as  they  do  not  assume  to  declare  the  marriage  null 
ab  initioy  and  are  granted  for  causes  arising  after  the  marriage.  In 
regard  to  these,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  claimed  that  they  divest  the 
dower  of  the  wife,  unless  it  is  so  expressly  provided  by  the  Act. 
Referring  to  the  rule  oC  the  common  law  as  laid  down  by  Lord 
Coke,  that  on  a  divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonny  the  wife  loses  her 
dower,  Mr.  Bright,  says :'  '^  The  points  laid  down  in  the  above 
authorities,  seem  to  apply  to  divorces  d  vinculo  matrimonii  granted 
by  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  where  the  marriage  is  declared  null 
and  void  ab  initio.  What  are  the  effects  of  a  divorce  d  vinculo 
matrimonii^  granted  by  Act  of  Parliament,  does  not  very  clearly 

^  Biahop,  Mar.  &  Div.  3d  ed.,  {  647. 
>  2  Bright,  H.  k  W.  366,  pi.  10-12. 
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appear."  It  is  deemed  essential,  however,  in  all  divorce  Acts  in 
which  the  husband  is  the  suitor,  to  insert  a  clause  excluding  the 
wife  from  her  dower  ;^  and  of  this  clause,  Mr.  Macqueen  says  that 
it  is  intended  ^'  to  deprive  the  divorced  wife  of  the  rights  which, 
(but  for  the  Act),  would  accrue  to  her  as  a  widow  out  of  the  hus- 
band's property,  in  the  event  of  her  survivorship/**  Concerning 
divorce  Acts  where  the  wife  is  the  suitor,  the  same  writer  remarks : 
^'  There  is  no  express  provision  made  to  determine  what  her  rights 
shall  be  as  regards  the  property  of  the  divorced  husband.  For 
anything  appearing  in  the  Act  to  the  contrary,  she  may  still,  not- 
withstanding the  divorce,  claim  dower  out  of  her  divorced  hus- 
band's estate  at  his  death,  and  her  distributive  share  of  his  personal 
property."'  If  an  Act  of  Parliament  dissolving  the  marriage  con- 
tract do  not  divest  dower  except  a  special  clause  excluding  it  be 
inserted,  it  is  diflBcult  to  conceive  upon  what  principle  a  judicial 
decree  can  have  that  effect  in  the  absence  of  legislation  providing 
that  such  shall  be  its  operation.  In  either  case,  the  dissolution  of 
the  marriage  is  absolute  and  complete ;  so  far  as  the  question  made 
is  concerned,  it  seems  perfectly  immaterial  by  what  authority  that 
result  is  attained. 

7.  The  practice  of  granting  parliamentary  divorces,  grew  out  of 
the  stringent  rule  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  before  referred  to, 
holding  marriage  to  be  a  sacrament,  and  as  such,  indissoluble 
except  for  causes  that  rendered  it  invalid  in  its  inception.  Even 
in  cases  of  adultery,  the  injured  party  had  no  other  remedy  than  a 
divorce  d  memd  et  thoro — ''  a  sort  of  insult,"  as  has  been  justly 
observed,  ^^  rather  than  a  satisfaction  to  any  man  of  ordinary  feel- 
ings and  understanding."^  But  from  the  time  of  the  Reformation, 
marriage  ceased  to  be  regarded  as  a  sacrament,  and  was  no  longer 
held  to  be  indissoluble.  It  is  true  that  the  ecclesiastical  courts 
did  not,  in  form,  give  sentences  of  express  dissolution  for  causes 
happening  after  the  marriage.  ^^They  seem  rather,"  says  Mac- 
queen,  *^to  have  adhered  to  their  ancient  form  of  judgment.  They 
only  divorced  d  mensd  et  thoro.  But  in  whatever  shape  their  decrees 

^  If  acqoeen's  Practice  of  the  House  of  Lords,  507 ;  Macqaeen  on  Hoab.  and  Wife, 
211 ;  2  Bright,  H.  k  W.  367. 

s  Macqueen,  H.  &  W.  211. 

*  Macqueen,  H.  &  W.  216.  See,  also,  Macqueen's  Practice  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
607-8. 

«  Macqueen,  H.  k  W.  197. 
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were  pronounced,  the  community,  in  cases  of  adultery,  relied  upon 
them  as  justifying  a  second  act  of  matrimony."^  The  case  of  the 
Marquis  of  Northampton,  which  occurred  in  1548,*  is  referred  to 
by  that  writer,  in  support  of  his  position.  In  that  case,  it  was  held 
by  a  commission  of  delegates,  at  the  head  of  which  was  Archbishop 
Oranmer,  that  a  sentence  of  divorce  for  adultery,  though  purport- 
ing to  be  only  d  meuBd  et  thoroy  enabled  the  injured  husband  to 
marry  again,  living  his  guilty  wife. 

8.  But,  while  the  Church  of  England,  as  a  body,  disclaimed  the 
doctrine  of  indissolubility,  it  seems  that  sundry  individual  ecclesi- 
astics adhered  to  the  old  opinion.  Thus,  Whitgift,  who  was  primate 
from  1583  to  1603,  having  called  before  him  certain  '^sage  divines 
and  civilians,"  put  to  them  this  question, — ''  Whether,  after  divorce, 
it  were  lawful  for  a  man  to  marry  again,  his  first  wife  being  still 
alive?"  To  which  they  responded  in  the  negative;  whereupon, 
the  archbishop,  being  a  member  of  the  court  of  star  chamber,  it 
was  contrived  soon  afterwards,  in  1602,  to  bring  before  that  tri- 
bunal  the  case  of  Bye  v,  Foljambe.  There,  it  appears  that  Fol- 
jambe,  having  been  divorced  for  adultery,  married  a  second  time, 
living  his  first  wife;  and  it  was  held  that  the  second  marriage  was 
void,  ^^ because,"  according  to  the  report  of  Moore,^  ^'the  first 
divorce  was  but  d  mensd  et  tharo,  and  not  d  vincuh  matrimonii; 
and  John  Whitgift,  then  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  said  that  he 
had  called  to  him  at  Lambeth  the  most  wise  divines  and  civilians, 
who  all  agreed  in  this."  Mr.  Serjeant  Salkeld,  in  his  note  upon 
the  case,^  says  that  ''in  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Eliza- 
beth, the  opinion  of  the  Church  of  England  was,  that  after  a  divorce 
for  adultery,  the  parties  nfight  marry  again.  But  in  Foljambe*s 
case,  anno  44  Eliz.  in  the  star  chamber,  that  opinion  was  changed." 
Mr.  Macqueen  says  of  it,  that  ''it  was  a  direct  contradiction  of  the 
'Beformatio  Legum,''  of  the  Marquis  of  Northampton's  case,  and 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Constitutions  of  1597.*    It  was  also  opposed 

to  the  practice  of  the  laity  for  at  least  half  a  century So 

that  the  decision  appears  to  have  had  all  the  characteristics  of  an 
arbitrary  exercise  of  power  by  a  tribunal  which,  in  fact,  had  no 
legal  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter;  a  tribunal,  too,  which, 
for  its  tyrannical  excesses,  was,  in  a  few  years  afterwards,  swept 
away  by  an  indignant  Parliament."^ 

I  Macqueen,  H.  k  W.  200.  *  Barnett's  Reformation,  vol.  ii.,  p.  1 15. 

•  Page,  683.  «  3  Salk.  138.  »  See  Macq.  H.  &  W.  199. 

•  See  Macq.  H.  k  W.  200,  201.  ^  Ibid.  203. 
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9.  The  decision  in  the  court  of  star  chamber  was  never  assented 
to  by  the  ecclesiastical  courts.  The  next  year  after  it  was  made, 
the  chamber  of  convocation,  its  popular  parliament,  enacted  a 
canon  which  clearly  shows  that  it  still  continued  to  be  the  opinion 
of  the  Church  of  England,  that  upon  a  divorce  for  adultery,  even 
though  only  d  mensd  et  thoroy  the  parties  might  marry  again.  It 
is  as  follows:  *^In  all  sentences  pronounced  only  for  divorce  and 
separation  d  tharo  et  mensd,  there  shall  be  a  caution  and  restraint 
inserted  in  the  said  sentence,  that  the  parties  so  separated  shall 
live  chastely,  and  neither  shall  they  during  each  other's  life  contract 
matrimony  with  other  person.  And  for  the  better  observance  of  this 
last  clause,  the  said  sentence  of  divorce  shall  not  be  pronounced 
until  the  party  or  parties  requiring  the  same  shall  have  given  good 
and  sufficient  caution  and  security  unto  the  court  that  they  will  not 
any  way  break  or  transgress  the  said  restraint  or  prohibition.''  In 
1604,  which  was  the  year  following  the  second  enactment  of  this 
canon,  the  statute  of  bigamy  was  passed,  which  contained  an  express 
proviso  that  it  should  not  extend  to  any  person  divorced  by  the 
ecclesiastical  courts.  Under  this  canon,  the  courts  continued  to 
grant  divorces,  exacting  in  every  case  from  the  suitor  a  bond  not 
to  marry  again,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  granting  the  decree 
sought.^ 

10.  '^  How  far  the  conduct  of  the  laity  may  have  been  affected 
by  these  proceedings,"  remarks  Mr.  Macqueen,*  "it  is  difficult  now 
to  conjecture.  What  particular  rule  respecting  second  marriages 
was  followed  in  the  reign  of  James  I.,  or  in  that  of  his  son,  or 
during  the  time  of  the  Commonwealth,  we  know  not.  Mr.  Spence, 
indeed,  in  his  work  on  Equitable  Jurisdiction,'  suggests  it  as  ^  not 
unlikely'  that  the  court  of  chancery  decreed  divorces  d  vinculo 
matrimonii;  and  upon  that  surmise  builds  another,  namely,  that 
the  American  courts  of  equity  carried  over  with  them  from  Eng- 
land their  now  existing  practice  of  dissolving  marriage  contracts. 
With  great  respect  for  Mr.  Spence,  I  must  observe  that  both  these 
speculations  seem  groundless.  As  to  what  was  anciently  done  by 
the  clerical  chancellors,  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  of  them,  as 
chancellors,  ever  meddled  with  the  marriage  contract.  If  the  pro- 
position had  be$n  advanced  respecting  the  privy  council,  or  court 


1  Macqaeen,  H.  k  W.  201,  203-4;  Wait  v.  Wait,  4  Comst.  95,  104-6. 
>  Macq.  H.  k  W.  204.  »  Vol.  i.,  p.  702. 
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of  star  chamber,  there  would  have  been  more  color  for  it.     But  as 
to  the  court  of  chancery,  there  is  nothing  to  support  the  fabric  of 
Mr.  Spence,  except  two  obscure  entries  in  Tothill's  Reports,^  refer- 
able to  the  time  of  Lord  EUesmere,  and  occurring  near  the  close 
of  Queen  Elizabeth's  reign.     The  cases  there  mentioned,  however, 
are  cases  of  divorce  d  mensd  et  thoroj  and  not  a  vinculo  matrtmoniu 
This  has  been  ascertained  on  an  examination  of  the  proceedings 
which  are  still  extant  in  the  rolls  office.   In  the  Life  of  Sir  Leoline 
Jenkins,^  notice  is  taken  of  '  Pierrepoint's  petition  to  the  lord  keeper 
for  a  commission  to  dissolve  a  marriage.'     But  this  seems  to  have 
been  a  mere  experiment  made  shortly  after  the  Restoration,  and 
before  the  government  was  settled.     It  came  to  no  result  further 
than  that  the  lord  keeper  ordered  a  reference  (I  believe  to  Sir 
Leoline  Jenkins  himself),  and,  upon  a  report,  the  matter  dropped." 
11.  ^'We  are,  in  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,"  proceeds  the  same 
author,  '^enabled  to  lay  our  finger  upon  a  case  which  shows  that 
so  far  down  as  the  year  1669,  the  only  obstacle  which  was  con- 
sidered an  insuperable  impediment  to  a  second  marriage  after  sen- 
tence of  divorce  a  mensd  et  ihoro  for  adultery,  was  the  bond  in  the 
ecclesiastical  court  ;^  which,  however,  could  have  been  binding  npon 
one  only  of  the  parties.     I  am  now  referring  to  the  case  of  Lord 
Roos,  which  has  been  usually  considered  as  furnishing  the  first 
example  of  a  parliamentary  divorce;  whereas,  it  was  a  bill  brought 
in  merely  to  be  relieved  from  the  restraint  and  prohibition  of  the 
ecclesiastical  court.     The  facts  were  shortly  these:  In  the  year 
1666,  an  Act  was  passed  bastardizing  the  children  of  Lady  Anne 
Roos,  by  reason  of  her  adultery;  whereupon  her  husband,  Lord 
Roos,  followed  up  this  proceeding  by  obtaining  from  the  spiritual 
court  a  sentence  of  divorce  d  mensd  et  thorOj  upon  the  usual  con- 
dition of  not  marrying  again  in  his  wife's  lifetime,  for  which  he 
gave  security  as  required  by  the  canon.     In  this  situation,  being 
the  next  heir  to  the  Rutland  peerage,  he  was  advised,  that,  although 
his  marriage  was  rescinded,  he  had  still  to  get  rid  of  his  bond  or 
recognizance.    No  other  way  seemed  so  proper  or  sufficient  for 
this  purpose  as  an  Act  of  Parliament.     Accordingly  a  bill  was 
brought  in,  entitled  ^  An  Act  for  Lord  Roos  to  marry  again.'   This, 
therefore,  was  not  a  divorce  bill.     It  did  no  more  than  simply 
enable  Lord  Roos  to  contract  a  second  marriage,  the  canon  and 

1  Ed.  1649,  p.  61 ;  ed.  1671,  p.  124.  «  Vol.  u.,  p.  723.  »  Ante,  {  9. 
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the  bond  notwithstanding.  The  case  is  principally  interesting  and 
important  as  constituting  a  distinct  legislative  negation  of  the  doc- 
trine of  indissolubility.  The  difference  between  it  and  the  case  of 
the  Marquis  of  Northampton^  was  this:  The  marquis  was  barred  by 
no  restraint  from  marrying  another  wife  immediately  after  the  sen- 
tence; whereas  Lord  Roos  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the 
canon  and  the  bond,  from  the  binding  cogency  of  which  it  was  the 
sole  object  of  the  bill  to  relieve  him." 

12.  But  about  the  beginning  of  the  last  century,  several  instances 
occurred  in  which  some  of  the  nobility,  unfortunate  in  their  domestic 
relations,  and  having  failed  in  obtaining  the  relief  they  sought  from 
the  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  prevailed  upon  Parliament  to  grant  them 
a  divorce.  And  by  degrees  it  became  the  established  practice  of 
Parliament  to  grant  divorces  in  particular  instances,  by  passing 
special  enactments  in  favor  of  those  who  made  out  a  case  strong 
enough  for  its  interference.' 

13.  It  does  not  appear  ever  to  have  been  judicially  determined 
that  a  mere  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  Act  of  Parliament  leaves 
the  inchoate  dower  right  of  the  divorced  wife  unimpaired.  But  as 
we  have  seen,'  it  is  the  invariable  practice,  in  framing  the  bill,  to 
provide  in  express  terms  for  its  exclusion  in  cases  where  the  hus- 
band is  the  complaining  party.  The  insertion  of  such  a  clause 
seems  to  be  assumed  as  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  husband 
against  a  future  claim  of  dower.^  And  the  effect  attributed  to 
divorces  d  mensd  et  tkoro  decreed  by  the  ecclesiastical  courts  after 
the  Reformation,  tends  to  confirm  the  opinion  that  without  that 
clause  the  dower  right  would  not  be  divested.  For,  as  we  have 
seen,  in  all  the  forms  in  which  divorces  for  adultery  have  been 
granted  since  that  period,  with  the  exception  of  such  restraint  as 
may  have  been  imposed  by  the  bond  exacted  under  the  canon  of 
1603,^  the  parties  have  been  at  liberty  to  marry  again.  Practically, 
the  marriage  was  as  effectually  dissolved,  and  the  parties  as  com- 
pletely freed  from  its  obligations  by  a  divorce  for  adultery  granted 
under  an  ecclesiastical  sentence  as  by  a  Parliamentary  Act;  and 
yet  it  has  never  been  held,  or  even  asserted,  that  such  a  divorce 
would  deprive  the  wife  of  her  dower .^  Indeed,  it  has  been  expressly 


^  Ante,  2  T.  >  Macqaeen,  H.  &  W.  207-9. 

*  Ante,  {6.  «  Ibid.  &  Ante, 

•  Wait  V.  Wait,  4  Comst.  96,  106-7. 
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determined  in  the  English  courts,  that  a  divorce  d  men%d  et  thiro 
for  adultery  is  not  a  bar  of  dower.^ 

14.  One  of  the  earliest  American  cases  in  which  this  subject  is 
alluded  to,  is  Day  v.  West.'  It  was  there  held,  in  accordance  with 
the  English  precedents,  that  a  divorce  d  mensd  et  thoro  is  no 
impediment  to  a  claim  of  dower;  but  the  vice  chancellor  added: 
"It  may  be  asked,  what  becomes  of  the  wife's  right  of  dower  where 
she  proceeds  against  her  husband  and  obtains  a  divorce  d  mnetdo 
matrimonii f  The  answer  is  obvious.  In  such  a  case,  all  right  to 
dower  is  gone ;  not,  however,  because  she  has  obtained  an  allowance 
of  permanent  alimony,  or  anything  in  lieu  of  alimony,  if  either 
should  be  decreed,  but  because  of  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
which  puts  an  end  to  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife ;  and,  by 
necessary  consequence,  to  the  right  of  dower — since  it  is  essential 
to  dower  that  the  marriage  should  subsist  at  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band. A  woman  can  not  have  dower  who  is  not  the  wife  of  a  man 
in  whose  lands  she  claims  it  at  the  time  of  his  death." 

15.  In  the  opinion  of  Willard,  Y.  C,  in  the  case  of  Burr  v. 
Burr,'  these  observations  occur:  "A  decree  for  a  separation,  or 
limited  divorce,  does  not  per  se  affect  the  question  of  property 
between  the  parties.  The  wife  is  still  entitled  to  dower  in  the  real 
estate  of  which  her  husband  is,  or  shall  thereafter  be  seized;  and 
she  can  also  claim  her  distributive  share  of  his  personal  estate  in 
case  he  dies  intestate,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  such  decree  had 
been  pronounced.  The  statute  has  made  a  difference  in  this  respect, 
between  a  limited  divorce  d  mened  et  thoro  and  a  divorce  d  vineulo 
matrimonii  for  adultery.  In  the  latter  case,  the  wife  being  the 
guilty  party,  forfeits  her  dower  and  her  right  to  a  share  of  the 
personalty  under  the  statute  of  distributions ;  and  the  husband  still 
retains  his  marital  rights  to  her  real  and  personal  estate  in  the 
same  way  as  if  no  divorce  had  been  pronounced.  If  the  husband 
is  the,  guilty  party,  the  wife  is  allowed,  in  such  case,  to  hold  her 
real  estate,  if  she  have  any,  discharged  of  his  claim,  as  well  as  her 
personal  estate  which  has  not  been  already  reduced  to  possession 
by  him.^    But  I  apprehend,  after  a  divorce  for  adultery,  the  wife 

1  Lady  Stowell's  case,  Godb.  145 ;  Powell  v.  Weeks,  Noy,  108 ;  Co.  Lilt.  32  a., 
note  9 ;  2  Inst.  435 ;  Park,  Dow.  20 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  539,  pi.  6.  CoiUro,  RolL 
Ab.  680,  pi.  13. 

s  Day  m  West,  2  Edw.  Gh.  592.  >  Burr  v.  Burr,  10  Paige,  20,  25. 

^  See  2  E.  B.  142,  145. 
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being  the  complainant  is  still  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  the  lands 
of  which  her  husband  has  been  theretofore  seized.  It  is  unneces- 
sary, however,  to  decide  or  discuss  this  question,  since  there  is  a 
marked  distinction  between  the  consequences  which  result  from  a 
divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonii  and  a  separation  merely  from  bed 
and  board.  It  is  adverted  to  merely  to  show  that  the  question  of 
alimony  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  distribution  of  the  hus- 
band's estate." 

16.  In  the  opinion  of  Bronson,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Reynolds  v, 
Reynolds,^  there  is  found  this  dictum:  ^^ As  to  a  divorce  d  vinculo^ 
that  always  put  an  end  to  the  claim  of  dower ;  for  although  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  seizin  of  the  husband  should  continue  during 
the  coverture,  it  was  necessary  that  the  marriage  should  continue 
until  the  death  of  the  husband."  In  the  case  of  Charruaud  v. 
Gharruaud,^  it  was  expressly  laid  down  that  the  wife  can  not  have 
dower  unless  the  marriage  were  ^'subsisting  at  the  death  of  the 
husband."' 

17.  But  it  seems  now  to  be  thoroughly  established  in  New  York 
that  a  divorce  dissolving  the  marriage^ contract  on  the  ground  of 
the  adultery  of  the  husband,  does  not  deprive  the  wife  of  her  right 
of  dower  in  his  estate.  The  point  was  finally  determined  in  the 
case  of  Wait  v.  Wait.  In  the  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  the 
judges  were  of  the  opinion  that  dower  was  lost  by  the  divorce,  and 
gave  judgment  accordingly;^  but  in  the  court  of  appeals,  that  judg- 
ment was  reversed.*  Harris,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  in  discussing  the  legal  effect  of  the  divorce,  said:  '^  A  divorce 
at  common  law  avoided  the  marriage  ab  initio.  It  was  equivalent 
to  a  sentence  of  nullity  under  our  statute.  It  placed  the  parties 
in  the  same  relation  to  each  other  as  though  there  had  been  no 
marriage.  The  issue  of  the  marriage  were  bastardized.  It  was 
in  reference  to  the  law  as  it  then  stood,  that  Lord  Coke  said,  that 
to  entitle  the  wife  to  dower  it  was  necessary  that  the  marriage 
should  continue,  for  if  that  be  dissolved  the  dower  would  ceaso. 
This  rule,  he  is  careful  to  say,  is  only  applicable  where  there  is 
a  divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonii;  in  other  words,  when  the  marriage 

1  ReynoldB  v.  Reynolds,  24  Wend.  193, 196. 

s  Gharraaad  v.  Charruaud,  1  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  134. 

*  See,  also,  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  Cooper  v,  Whitney,  3  Hill,  99. 

^  Wait  V.  Wait,  4  Barb.  192,  Willard,  J.,  dissenting. 

&  Wait  V,  Wait,  4  Comst  96. 
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ie  declared  void  ah  initio.^  For  adultery,  the  divorce  or  separa- 
tion, at  common  law,  was  only  d  mensd  et  tharo.  Of  coarse,  it  did 
not  affect  the  right  of  dower.  Until  our  statute,  there  was  no  such 
thing  as  a  divorce  which  recognized  and  admitted  the  validity  of 
the  marriage,  and  avoided  it  for  causes  happening  afterwards. 
Such  a  divorce  is  alone  the  creature  of  the  statute.  The  principles 
applicable  to  a  common  law  divorce  can  not  be  made  applicable  to 
a  divorce  which  admits  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  and  the  rights 
and  obligations  resulting  from  it.  The  effect  of  such  a  divorce  must 
be  determined  entirely  by  the  provisions  of  the  law  under  whose 
authority  it  is  granted.  The  common  law  divorce  avoided  the  mar- 
riage, and  all  rights  and  obligations  resulting  from  it.  The  statutory 
divorce  is  limited  in  its  operation,  and  only  affects  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  the  parties  to  the  extent  declared  by  statute.  The 
marriage  being  valid,  the  rights  it  conferred,  and  the  obligations 
it  imposed,  continue,  where  the  legislature  has  failed  to  interfere.'* 
18.  The  learned  judge  then  referred  to  various  provisions  of  the 
statute  which  tended,  by  implication,  to  negative  the  idea  of  any 
intenttion  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  deprive  the  wife  of  her 
dower,  where  she  was  the  aggrieved  party.  He  also  reviewed  the 
practice  of  the  English  courts  with  regard  to  divorce;  and  in  that 
connection  remarked :  ^'  Under  the  English  practice  I  can  see  nothing 
which  should  prevent  the  wife,  though,  after  obtaining  a  divorce 
for  the  adultery  of  her  husband  she  might!  have  become  the  wife  of 
another,  from  obtaining  at  the  death  of  her  divorced  husband  her 
dower  in  the  estate  of  which  he  was  seized  during  her  coverture 
with  him.  This  I  understand  to  be  the  doctrine  taught  by  Lord 
Coke,  though  he  says  nothing  of  the  second  marriage.  There 
would  be  no  injustice  in  it.  On  the  contrary,  justice  requires  that 
the  innocent  and  injured  wife  should  not  be  deprived  of  this  right. 
To  withhold  it,  would  be  to  violate  one  of  the  first  principles  of 
justice.  It  is  well  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice  Willard  in  his  dissent- 
ing opinion  in  the  court  below,  that  ^it  is  contrary  to  the  analogy 
of  the  law  to  pcilnit  the  crime  of  one  party  to  work  a  forfeiture  of 
the  rights  of  another.'  We  have  already  seen  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  statute  which  conferred  the  authority  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  divorced  from  her  husband,  which  requires  that  a  construc- 
tion should  be  given  to  it,  involving  such  an  anomaly;  but,  on  the 


1  Ante,  22  2-4. 
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contrary,  there  is  reason  to  infer  from  the  faot  that  the  legislature 
have  deprived  the  wife  of  her  dower  when  she  is  the  guilty  party, 
that  they  did  not  design  to  deprive  her  of  it  when  the  innocent 
party/'^ 

19.  "The  wife  at  the  marriage,  when  she  becomes  a  wife,"  the 
learned  judge  continued,  "acquires  the  right  to  be  endowed.  If, 
at  that  time,  the  husband  is  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
lands,  her  right  attaches  to  those  lands  at  once.  If,  afterwards, 
ai|d  during  the  coverture,  other  lands  are  acquired,  her  right  also 
attaches  to  these.  Kent,  too,  as  we  have  seen,  regards  dower  as 
an  interest  which  attaches  on  the  land  as  soon  as  there  is  the  con- 
currence of  marriage  and  seizin.  When  this  happens  I  can  not 
see  why  her  right  to  have  her  dower  in  case  she  survives  her  hus- 
band, is  not  as  perfect  as  it  is  after  his  death.  It  is  contingent,  it 
is  true,  and  becomes  absolute,  only  by  survivorship.  But  still  it  is 
a  vested  right  of  which  she  can  only  be  deprived  by  her  own  act, 
or  by  forfeiture.'  To  construe  her  application  for  a  divorce  into  a 
voluntary  release  or  a  forfeiture  of  her  right  would  be  contrary  to 
every  principle  of  legal  construction.  A  party  can  not  be  deprived 
of  a  vested  right,  even  though  it  be  contingent,  by  mere  implication. 
When  the  wife  is  herself  the  guilty  party,  the  law  declares  that  her 
conviction  shall  involve  a  forfeiture  of  her  dower.  But  it  has  no 
where  said,  that  when  the  husband  is  the  offender,  she  shall  forfeit 
her  dower,  as  a  condition  of  her  divorce.  My  conclusion,  therefore, 
is,  that  the  common  law  doctrine,  ubi  nullum  matrimonii^  ibi  nulla 
dos^  is  not  applicable  to  a  divorce  which  admits  the  validity  of  the 
marriage,  and  dissolves  it  for  some  subsequent  cause,  as  adultery. 
It  is  conceded  that  a  divorce  under  the  statute  has  no  retroactive 
effect.  Its  operation  is  specifically  defined.  It  has  no  other  effect 
than  that  declared  by  the  statute.  When  the  wife  is  the  complain- 
ing party,  if  she  obtains  a  decree,  the  marriage  is  so  far  dissolved 
as  to  release  the  parties  from  the  duty  of  mutual  cohabitation,  and, 
BO  far  as  her  own  property  is  concerned,  the  wife  is  as  far  as  prac- 
ticable, restored  to  the  position  in  which  she  stood  before  the  mar- 
riage. But  in  respect  to  the  husband's  property,  her  rights  are  not 
changed.  She  is  still  entitled  to  a  support  while  the  husband  lives, 
and  her  dower  in  case  she  survives  him.  She  and  her  children,  alike 
unoffending,  retain  the  same  rights  as  if  the  husband  and  the  father 

1  1  Rev.  Stat.,  p.  741,  {  8  ;  2  Ibid.,  p.  146,  {  48.  >  Ante,  ch.  i.,  {J  3-20. 
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had  been  faithful  to  his  obligations.  His  offence  works  no  forfeitare 
of  their  rights.'* 

The  doctrine  above  laid  down  was  approved  and  followed  in  the 
recent  case  of  Forrest  v.  Forrest,*  determined  in  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  city  of  New  York. 

20.  But  in  Indiana,'  Iowa,'  and  Wisconsin,^  it  has  been  held, 
that  a  divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonii  operates  as  an  extinguishment 
of  dower  in  the  estate  of  the  divorced  husband,  unless  the  right  be 
saved  by  statute.^  In  Kentucky,  the  statute  declares,  that  a  divorce 
shall  bar  all  claim  to  dower.^  In  Pennsylvania,  it  is  provided,  that 
after  a  *^  sentence  nullifying  or  dissolving  the  marriage,  all,  and 
every,  the  duties,  rights  and  claims  accruing  to  either  of  the  said 
parties  at  any  time  theretofore,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  marriage, 
shall  cease  and  determine."^     A  similar  statute  has  been  adopted 

^  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  102,  152,  153 ;  8.  c.  3  Abbott's  Pr.  B.  144.  And  see 
Mansfield  v.  Mclntjre,  10  Ohio  R.  27  ,*  post,  {  25. 

>  Wbitsell  V,  Mills,  6  Ind.  229 ;  Billan  v.  Hercklebrath,  23  Ind.  71.  And  see 
Cbenowith  v.  Cbenowitb,  14  Ind.  2.  But  it  was  decided  in  Russell  v.  Russell,  1 
Carter's  (Ind)  Rep.  610,  that  ^<a  court  granting  a  divorce  on  the  application  of  a 
wife  for  the  cruel  treatment,  &c.,  of  her  husband,  can  not,  bj  decreeing  alimonj  in 
Ueu  of  dower,  divest  her  of  her  dower  interest  in  her  husband's  real  estate." 

>  Levins  v.  Sleator,  2  Greene  (Iowa),  604 ;  McCraney  v.  McCranej,  5  Clarke 
(Iowa),  232. 

«  Brudick  v.  Briggs,  11  Wis.  126. 

s  See,  also,  Clark  v,  Clark,  6  Watts  it  Serg.  85,  88.  By  the  present  statute  of 
Indiana,  a  divorce  for  the  misconduct  of  the  husband,  entitles  the  wife  to  the  same 
rights,  as  far  as  her  real  estate  is  concerned,  that  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  by 
his  death.     2  Rey.  Stat.  Ind.  1852,  p.  237,  {  18. 

•  2  Rev.  Stat  Ey.  by  Stanton,  p.  27,  {  15.  But  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  does 
not  have  that  effect.  Ibid.  p.  22,  {  8.  See  Cabell  v.  Cabell,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  319.  In 
this  case,  a  legislative  divorce  had  been  obtained  with  the  written  assent  of  the  wif^, 
and  sbe  received  a  sum  of  money  agreed  upon  at  the  time  of  the  separation,  and 
acquiesced  in  the  divorce  for  thirteen  years,  enjoying  in  the  meantime  the  rights  of 
A  feme  sole.  It  was  held  that  sbe  was  barred  of  dower.  See,  also,  Gaines  v.  Gaines, 
9  B.  Mon.  295,  303,  where  it  was  determined,  that  a  divorce  granted  by  the  legisla- 
ture, against  the  consent  of  the  wife,  who  had  previously  instituted  proceedings  for 
alimony,  was  unconstitutional,  and  did  not  affect  her  right  to  dower. 

1  Purdon's  Digest,  by  Brightly,  p.  348,  {  15.  Under  this  sUtute  it  is  held,  that  a 
dissolution  of  tbe  marriage  by  divorce  works  as  complete  a  separation  as  when  that 
relation  is  terminated  by  death.  Flory  v,  Becker,  2  Barr,  470,  472  ;  Miltimore  v. 
Miltimore,  40  Pa.  St.  (4  Wright),  151,  156.  And  that  the  wife  is  barred  of  her  dower 
although  tbe  divorce  be  granted  for  adultery  of  the  husband.  Miltimore  v»  Miltimore, 
tupra.  See,  also,  Clark  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  k  Serg.  85,  88.  The  courts  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, have  power  to  vacate  a  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  fraud,  although  a  mar- 
riage has  been  subsequently  contracted  on  the  faith  of  the  decreei  and  issue  bom. 
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in  North  Carolina.^  And  the  learned  author  of  ^^  Commentaries 
on  the  Law  of  Marriage  and  Divorce/'  maintains  that  ^^  the  com- 
mon law  of  this  country  is  clearly  established,  that  no  woman  <3an 
have  dower  in  her  husband's  lands,  unless  the  coverture  were  con- 
tinuing at  the  time  of  his  death.'*'  And  he  adds  :  '^  The  reason 
appears  to  be,  that,  as  the  English  common  law  never  recognized 
any  right  of  dower  unless  the  woman  were  covert  when  the  husband 
died ;  our  courts  can  not  create  such  a  right  in  her,  by  construc- 
tion, merely  because,  in  consequence  of  a  legislative  enactment,  she 
is  found  in  circumstances  unknown  to  the  common  law."'  And  this 
view  appears  to  receive  support  from  decisions  that  have  been  made 
holding  that  a  divorce  d  vineulo  terminates  the  interest  of  the  hus- 
band as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  in  the  lands  of  the  wife.^ 

21.  The  cases  in  which  it  is  adjudged  that  inchoate  dower  is 
divested  by  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  seem  to  proceed  chiefly 
upon  the  ground  that  to  entitle  a  woman  to  dower,  it  is  essential 
she  should  answer  the  description  of  a  wife  at  the  time  the  right 
becomes  consummate ;  that  it  is  only  the  widow  who  can  be  endowed, 
and  she  can  only  be  endowed  in  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband* 
Thus,  in  Whitsell  v.  Mills,^  the  court  give  the  following  as  the  prin- 
cipal ground  of  their  judgment :  ^^  All  the  provisions  of  law  to  be 
found  in  relation  to  this  subject  speak  of  the  ^ widow*  as  the 
only  person  entitled  to  dower.  The  meaning  of  the  term  is,  there- 
fore, important.  Webster  says  she  is  ^  a  woman  who  has  lo9t  her 
husband  by  death.'  This  is  the  popular  signification  of  tne  word, 
and,  we  think,  its  legal  meaning.  But  Sarah  Mills  lost  her  hus- 
band by  divorce,  and  not  by  death.  According  to  the  elementary 
books,  the  marriage  must  continue  until  the  husband's  death,  and 
the  claimant  must  be  then  his  actual  wife.     This  being  essential  to 

Allen  V.  Maclellan,  12  Pa.  St.  (2  Jones),  328,  330.  Or  the  party  by  whom  it  was 
obtained  has  died  in  the  meantime.  Boyd's  Appeal,  38  Pa.  St.  (2  Wright),  241.  And 
where  a  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  frand  and  imposition  of  the  hnsband,  has 
been  vacated  after  his  death,  the  wife  is  thereby  restored  to  her  rights  under  the 
marriage.  Ibid.  246.  Bat  where  a  wife  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  from  her  hus- 
band, on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  after  more  than  seven  years,  on  the  death  of 
her  husband,  endeavored  to  avoid  the  decree  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  it  was 
held  that  she  was  estopped.    Miltimore  v.  Miltimore,  40  Pa.  St.  (4  Wright),  151. 

1  Rev.  Code  N.  0.  1856,  p.  253,  {  11. 

s  Bishop,  Mar.  k  Div.  3d  ed.  {  661.    See,  also,  4  Kent,  54. 

>  Bishop,  Mar.  k  Div.  3d  ed.  {  661. 

4  Bishop,  Mar.  k  Div.  3d  ed.  {  666,  and  cases  cited. 

ft  WhitseU  V.  MUls,  6  Ind.  229,  231. 
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constitute  her  his  widow,  if  she  be  divorced  d  vineulOf  she  shall  not 
be  endowed,  for  ubi  nullum  matrtmaniumj  ibi  nulla  do%J*^ 

22,  The  argument  thus  made  seems  to  be  folly  met  by  the  fol- 
lowing well  considered  observations  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Wait 
V.  Wait :'  ^'  Whether  or  not  a  woman,  divorced  from  her  husband, 
upon  his  subsequent  death,  is  to  be  called  his  widow,  may  furnish 
a  curious  question  in  philology,  but  can  not,  I  think,  be  decisive  of 
the  plaintiff's  rights.  It  is  true,  the  legislature,  in  declaring  what 
estates  are  liable  to  dovrer,  speak  of  the  party  entitled  to  dower,  as 
a  widow.  Possibly  the  term  may  not,  in  every  instance,  be  the 
most  appropriate ;  yet  as  descriptive  of  the  person  intended,  it  is 
clearly  sufficiently  so.  All  that  the  legislature  meant,  is,  that  when 
a  woman  is  entitled  to  dower,  she  shall  be  endowed  of  a  third  part 
of  all  the  lands  whereof  her  husband  was  seized  at  any  time  during 
the  marriage.  So  of  the  term  marriage  used  in  the  same  section ; 
strictly,  it  means  nothing  more  than  the  act  of  uniting  a  man  and 
a  woman  for  life ;  yet  here  the  legislature  have  used  it  to  describe  the 
whole  period  of  coverture.  All,  then,  that  the  legislature  have  said, 
amounts  to  this :  that  dower  is  predicable  only  of  an  estate  of  inheri* 
tance  of  which  the  husband  was  seized  during  coverture." 

28.  In  Massachusetts,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  dower  where  she 
has  been  divorced  from  her  husband  for  the  cause  of  adultery  com- 
mitted by  him,  or  on  account  of  his  being  sentenced  to  imprisonment 
to  hard  labor;  but  she  can  not  claim  dower  in  any  other  case  of 
divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.'  Similar  statutes  are  in  force 
in  Wisconsin,^  Minnesota,^  and  Oregon.'  In  Michigan,  the  right 
of  dower  is  saved  where  the  divorce  was  decreed  for  adultery  of 
the  husband,  or  for  his  misconduct  or  habitual  drunkenness,  or  on 
account  of  his  being  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  three 
years  or  more.^  In  Missouri,^  Kansas,^  and  Ohio,^^  dower  is  not  lost 
by  a  divorce  granted  for  the  fault  or  misconduct  of  the  husband ; 
but  if  it  be  granted  for  the  fault  or  misconduct  of  the  wife,  she  is 

^  See,  ftl80|  Leyins  v.  Sleator,  2  Greene  (Iowa),  604, 609 ;  McGraoey  v.  McGranej, 
6  Clarke  (Iowa),  232. 
s  Wait  9.  Wait,  4  Gomst.  95,  107 ;  ante,  {{  17-19. 

•  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  535,  {38;  p.  697,  2  9. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  626,  {  25.  »  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  466,  {  24. 

•  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  540,  {10.  *  2  Oomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  957,  {  24. 
«  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  671,  {  14. 

•  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  474,  2  7;  p.  479,  J  9. 
"  1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  512,  j  7. 
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barred  of  her  dower.  The  law  is  the  same  in  Illinois,  except  that 
dower  is  not  allowed  where  the  marriage  was  void  from  the  hegin- 
ning.^  In  Maine,  if  a  divorce  is  decreed  for  the  fault  or  misconduct 
of  the  husband,  except  for  impotency,  the  wife  has  dower.*  In 
Oonnecticut,  a  divorce  does  not  defeat  dower  where  the  wife  is  the 
innocent  party.*  In  Tennessee,*  and  Arkansas,^  if  a  divorce  be 
decreed  for  the  misconduct  of  the  wife,  she  can  not  be  endowed.* 
In  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  court  granting  a  divorce  may  allow 
the  wife  to  retain  her  dower.^ 

24.  It  has  been  held  in  Ohio,  that  a  divorce  granted  in  Kentucky 
for  the  aggression  of  the  wife,  does  not  bar  her  of  dower  in  lands 
situate  in  the  former  State.®  "In  the  sixth  section  of  the  *  Act  con- 
cerning divorce  and  alimony,' "  said  Hitchcock,  J.,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  "it  is  provided  *  that  when  the  cause  of  divorce 
shall  arise  from  the  aggression  of  the  wife,  she  shall  be  barred  of 
her  right  of  dower  whether  there  be  issue  or  not.'  But  does  this 
apply  to  divorces  generally,  or  to  those  decreed  by  our  own  courts 
in  pursuance  of  this  statute?  A  very  slight  examination  of  the 
statute  will  be  sufficient  to  convince  any  one  that  it  applies  only  to 
divorces  decreed  in  our  own  courts.  If  the  divorce  is  on  account 
of  the  aggression  of  the  husband,  the  wife  is  restored  to  all  her 
real  estate,  and  is  to  be  allowed  out  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  her  husband  such  share  as  the  court  shall  deem  reasonable, 
having  regard  to  the  personal  property  that  came  to  the  husband 
by  the  marriage.  But  if  the  divorce  shall  arise  from  the  aggression 
of  the  wife,  the  court  may  order  to  her,  restoration  of  the  whole  or 
a  part  of  the  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  and  also  such 
share  of  the  husband's  personal  property  as  may  appear  reasonable, 
all  circumstances  considered.  In  the  latter  case  she  is  barred  of 
dower  in  her  husband's  lands ;  in  the  former  she  is  not.  If  there 
are  children  of  the  marriage,  who  are  infants,  the  court  are  author- 
ized to  direct  that  they  be  committed  to  the  guardianship  of  the 
mother,  or  remain  with  the  father,  as  shall  seem  most  expedient. 


1  1  Stot.  111.  1858,  p.  163,  2  12  ;  Clark  v.  Lott,  11  m.  114. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  395,  {  6. 

>  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  382,  {17.    See  Goodwin  v.  Gk^odwin,  4  Day,  343. 

4  Code  Tenn.  1858,  p.  486,  l  2473. 

ft  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  452,  {  8.    See,  also,  Ala.  Code,  1852,  {  1974. 

*  See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xzxi.  ^  12  U.  S.  Stat  at  Large,  p.  60,  J  9. 

*  Mansfield  v,  Mclntjre,  10  Ohio,  27. 
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In  fine,  the  court  are  authorized  to  make  such  disposition  of  the 
property,  and  also  of  the  children,  as  shall  do  perfect  justice  between 
the  parties.  Now,  this  can  not  be  done  by  a  court  in  another  State, 
certainly  not  under  the  provisions  of  our  law,  and  therefore  it  could 
not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  declare  the  effect 
of  any  other  decrees  than  those  pronounced  by  our  own  courts." 

25.  In  a  later  case  in  the  same  State,  it  was  held,  that  a  woman 
who  has  obtained  a  divorce  d  vinculo  for  the  fault  of  her  husband, 
and  afterwards  married  another  man,  is  not,  after  the  death  of  the 
person  who  was  her  first  husband,  entitled  to  dower  in  his  estate.^ 
"In  such  case,'*  it  was  said,  "the  dower  is  not  lost  by  way  of  for- 
feiture ;  but  a  woman  divorced  d  vinculo  matrimonii  from  her  first 
husband,  and  by  subsequent  marriage  the  wife  of  another  man 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  person  who  had  been  her  first  hus- 
band, is  not  the  widow  of  the  latter  within  the  terms  of  the  statute 
relating  to  dower.'*  The  case  was  decided,  however,  by  a  bare 
majority;  two  of  the  judges  holding,  that  when  the  divorce  is 
granted  to  the  wife  on  account  of  the  aggression  of  the  husbandi 
she  is  entitled  to  dower;  and  that  her  subsequent  marriage  has  no 
more  effect  on  her  right  than  the  marriage  of  a  widow. 

^  Rice  V.  Lnmley,  10  Ohio  St  596. 
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{  1-3.  The  rale  as  established  in  Eng- 
land. 

4-7.  New  York. 

8.  Massachusetts. 

9.  New  Hampshire. 

10-12.  Maine  and  New  Jersey. 

13.  Ohio. 

14,  15.  Eentacky. 

16.  Maryland. 

17,  18.  Tennessee. 


19.  North  Carolina  and  Missouri. 

20,  21.  Georgia. 

22.  Mississippi. 

23,  24.  South  Carolina. 

25.  Michigan. 

26.  Iowa  and  Indiana. 

27.  The  general  doctrine  considered. 

28.  The  statute  does  not  run  against 
the  wife  during  the  life  of  the  husband. 


1.  In  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Dower,  Mr.  Park  says:^  '^No 
statute  of  limitations  has  prescribed  any  period  for  the  bringing 
of  a  writ  of  dower.  The  remedy,  however,  may  be  barred  by  the 
statute  of  non-claims,  if  the  husband  levies  a  fine  with  proclama- 
tions, and  the  wife  does  not  bring  her  writ  of  dower  within  five 
years  after  her  title  accrues  by  the  death  of  her  husband,  or  after 
the  disabilities  (if  any)  existing  at  that  time,  are  removed.'     So  if 


>  Park,  Dow.  311. 

*  Damport  v.  Wright,  Dyer,  224  a. ;  Anne  Summer's  case,  Winch,  66 ;  2  Co.  93 ; 
10  Co.  49,  99 ;  Moor,  53 ;  Shep.  T.  28,  32 ;  Menvil's  case,  13  Co.  20 ;  Qolds.  148,  pi. 
71 ;  Anon.  3  Leon.  50 ;  Crave  v.  Brougbton,  Dal.  107 ,-  s.  c.  Ibid.  52 ;  2  Roll.  R.  69, 
8.  p.  arg.  cites  15  Sliz.,  Paine's  case.  This  point  was  formerly  doubted.  See  3  Leon. 
50,  and  Stowel's  case,  Plow.  373  a.,  where  the  learned  commentator  says:  '^Note, 
reader,  that  in  my  opinion,  if  the  husband  levies  a  fine  with  proclamations,  and  fire 
years  pass  after  the  proclamations,  the  wife  shall  not  be  bound  to  five  years  after 
the  death  of  the  husband,  but  is  at  large,  and  not  touched  by  the  purview  of  the 
Act  of  4  Hen.  VII.  [c.  24.]  For  the  purview  was  against  those  who  had  right  at 
the  time  of  the  fine  levied,  or  had  future  right  after,  upon  a  cause  arising  before;  to 
which  fhture  right  wrong  was  done  before  the  fine,  or  by  the  fine,  &c. ;  but  here,  in 
case  of  dower,  the  title  is  accrued  all  after  the  fine ;  m.  by  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, for  till  the  death  no  title  was  consummate ;  and  the  other  two  points,  «e. 
intermarriage  and  seisin  of  the  husband  are  not  of  any  moment  without  the  third, 
so  that  all  the  three  points  are  but  one  cause  after  the  fine."  "  But,"  says  Coke,  in 
reply  to  the  reasoning  of  Plowden,  "  although,  to  the  consummation  of  dower,  three 
things  are  requisite,  that  is  to  say,  marriage,  seizin,  and  the  death  of  the  husband ; 
and  although  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied,  ber  title  was  not  consummate,  yet  the 
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the  hasband  aliens  in  fee,  and  his  alienee  levies  a  fine  with  procla- 
mations, non-claim  on  this  fine  will  be  a  bar  to  the  writ  of  dower.^ 
The  same  efiisct  may  arise  from  a  fine  levied  by  the  heir  or  devisee 
of  the  husband.'*' 

2.  The  English  statute  of  limitations  of  82  Hen.  YIII.,  ch.  2,' 
is  peculiar  in  its  character.^  According  to  Lord  Coke,  it  does  not 
apply  ^^ where  the  seizin  is  not  traversable  nor  issuable;"^  upon 
which  Mr.  Hargrave  remarks:  ^^The  reason  is  plainly  this:  the 
limitation  in  the  82  of  Henry  YIII.  is  wholly  referable  to  seizin; 
the  statute  requiring  a  seizin  within  a  certain  time  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  writ;  that  is,  sixty  years  for  writs  of  right;  fifty 
for  possessory  writs  founded  on  an  ancestor's  possession;  thirty  for 
possessory  writs  founded  on  the  party's  own  possession,  and  so  on. 
Now  the  limitation  being  thus  dated  from  a  seizin,  it  would  be 
absurd  to  extend  the  statute  to  actions  in  which  seizin,  not  being 
issuable,  can  never  become  the  subject  of  evidence  or  trial. "^  This 
being  the  character  of  the  statute,  it  became  an  established  prin- 
ciple that  it  could  have  no  application  to  the  writ  of  dower.  The 
dowress  does  not  claim  by  descent,  nor  by  grant  ;^  and,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  an  American  court,  ^Mt  is  clear  that  a  limitation  of  dower 
can  not  be  dated  from  the  seizin  or  possession  of  the  demandant, 
because  she  can  not  have  either  until  dower  has  been  assigned  to 
her."« 

3.  But  now  by  the  English  statute  of  limitations  of  3  &  4  WUL 
IV.,  ch.  27,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  suit  for  dower  shall  be  brought, 
unless  within  twenty  years  after  the  death  of  the  husband. 


law  respects  the  first  and  original  causes,  «e.  marriage  and  seisin."  2  Go.  93.  And 
in  another  place  he  says :  "  And  the  opinion  of  Plowden  aforesaid  is  not  held  for 
law,  as  appears  in  6  Edw.  YL,  Dy.  72 ;  and  in  Damport's  ease,  in  5  Blii.  224,  Dy., 
it  appears  it  was  adjudged  to  the  contrary  in  4  Hen.  VIII.,  and  now  conunon  exp^ 
rience  without  eontradiction,  is  against  it."  10  Go.  49 ;  Park,  Dow.  311,  note. 
^  Shep.  Touch.  28.  *  1  Prest.  Gonv.  229. 

*  See  this  statute  set  out  at  length  in  the  Appendix  to  Angell  on  Limitations. 

^  For  the  grounds  upon  which  the  statute  of  James  is  held  not  to  apply  to  dower, 
see  post,  ii  12,  17. 

ft  Go.  Litt.  115  a.  •  Hargr.  Go.  Litt  115  b.,  note  4. 

V  "  A  woman  brought  a  writ  of  dower  of  the  seisin  of  her  husband  six^-one  years 
past,  the  action  lyeth,  because  that  is  not  of  her  owne  seisin,  nor  of  none  of  her 
ancestors,  nor  predecessors,  neither  is  it  an  action  possessorie,  and  it  is  not  pro- 
hibited by  the  statute."  Brook's  Reading  upon  the  Stot  32  Hen.  YIIL  cap.  2 ; 
Angell  on  Limitations,  {367,  note. 

•  Barnard  v.  Bdwards,  4  N.  H.  107. 
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4.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  is  not  uniform,  in  the  American 
States,  but  in  many  of  them,  statutes  of  limitation  embracing  pro- 
ceedings for  dower  are  in  force. 

5.  In  a  case  decided  in  New  York  in  1810,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions was  insisted  upon  in  the  argument  as  a  ground  of  defence  to 
a  claim  for  dower,  but  the  court  refused  to  pass  upon  it,  assigning 
as  a  reason  that  it  had  not  been  pleaded.^    In  the  case  of  Hogle  v. 
Stewart,'  determined  in  1811,  it  was  held,  that  the  Act  limiting  the 
period  for  bringing  claims  and  prosecutions  against  forfeited  estates^ 
passed  March  29, 1797,'  did  not  extend  to,  nor  bar  the  claims  of  the 
widows  of  persons  attainted,  for  their  dower  in  the  estates  forfeited 
and  sold  by  the  commissioners  of  forfeitures.  In  Jones  v,  Powell,^  the 
question  was  made  whether  the  general  statute  of  limitations  of  New 
York,^  applied  to  suits  for  dower.  The  following  is  from  the  opihion 
of  Chancellor  Kent,  upon  that  point:  *^It  was  upwards  of  twenty 
years  between  the  time  that  the  plaintiff  removed  from  the  premises 
in  which  her  dower  is  claimed  and  the  filing  of  the  bill.  Her  removal 
was  a  voluntary  act,  after  she  had  occupied  these  premises  for 
upwards  of  two  years  subsequent  to  her  husband's  death.     But  the 
lapse  of  the  twenty  years  was  not  a  good  legal  bar  within  the  statute 
of  limitations.     If  there  was  no  other  statute  provision  on  this  sub- 
ject, I  think  it  might  well  have  been  contended  that  the  general 
Act  of  limitations,  passed  in  1801,  applied  to  actions  of  dower.  By 
that  Act,  ^no  person  shall  make  an  entry  into  lands  but  within 
twenty  years  next  after  his  right  or  title  accrued.'    This  limitation 
would  apply  to  the  possessory  action,  called  in  the  case  of  a  widow 
a  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet,^  and  which  lies  in  case  of  deforce- 
ment of  dower,  by  the  refusal  of  the  heir  or  purchaser  to  assign  any 
dower.     This  limitation,  however,  might  not  have  applied  to  the 
fvrit  of  right  of  dower^^  which,  it  is  said,  was  necessary  in  the  case 
where  she  was  deforced  of  part,  only,  of  her  dower.   If  the  widow  lost 
her  dower  by  default,  the  statute  of  W.  2, 13  Edw.  I.,  (and  which  has 
been  re-enacted  among  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  26th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1787),  gave  her  the  writ  ywott  ei  deforceat^  which  put  in  issue 
her  right  of  dower,  and  which  seems  to  have  been  in  the  nature  of  a 
writ  of  right.     As  far  as  her  action  at  law  belonged  to  the  class  of 


^  Hitchcock  V,  Harrington,  6  John.  290.  *  Hogle  v.  Stewart,  8  John.  81. 

*  Sess.  11,  ch.  52.  «  Jones  v.  Powell,  6  John.  Cb.  194. 
fi  Sess.  24,  ch.  183  \  1  N.  R.  L.  184. 

•  Ante,  ch.  v.,  \\  1,  2,  5.  "^  Ante,  ch.  t.,  \\  1,  2.  »  Ante,  ch.  vi.,  2  70. 
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possessory  actions,  foanded  on  the  right  of  entry,  it  would  have 
fallen  under  the  same  limitation  as  an  action  of  ejectment ;  and  as 
far  as  it  partook  of  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  right,  (for  the  writ  of 
right  strictly  so  called,  was  only  applicable  to  persons  who  claimed 
an  estate  in  fee),  it  would  seem  to  fall  within  the  limitation  of 
twenty-five  years  applicable  to  the  writ  of  right.  The  same  general 
statute  declares  that  ^no  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  lands,  &c., 
shall  be  maintained,  &c.,  unless  on  a  seizin  or  possession,  &c.,  either 
of  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  or  of  the  ancestor  or  predecessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
within  twenty-five  years  before  such  action  brought.'  The  general 
and  sweeping  language  of  this  Act,  no  less  than  the  sound  policy 
of  it,  would  dictate  the  application  of  it  to  the  action  of  dower,  as 
well  as  to  any  other  real  action.  But  the  Act  of  April  7,  1806,^ 
declares  generally,  that  'a  widow  shall  be  at  liberty,  at  any  time 
during  her  life,  to  make  a  demand  of  her  dower,  agreeably  to  the 
Act  of  the  2t)th  of  January,  1787.'  It  also  provided,  'that  the  heir 
or  other  proprietor  or  owner,  after  the  expiration  of  the  widow's 
quarantine  of  forty  days,  might  cause  notice  in  writing  to  be  given 
to  her  to  make  demand  of  her  dower,  within  ninety  days  thereafter, 
and  if  she  neglected,  he  might  apply  to  the  surrogate,  and  cause 
her  dower  to  be  admeasured  to  her.'  We  may,  therefore,  put  out 
of  the.  consideration  of  this  case  the  effect  of  any  legal  limitation  to 
the  action  of  dower  at  law.  The  better  opinion  would  be  that  the 
limitation  to  twenty  or  twenty-five  years,  according  to  the  nature 
of  the  action,  under  the  Act  of  1801,  was  done  away  by  the  Act  of 
1806 ;  and  to  guard  against  the  inconvenience  of  such  an  outstand- 
ing right,  the  Act  gives  to  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  the  means  of 
coercing  the  assignment  of  dower." 

6.  From  the  foregoing  quotation,  it  appears,  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  chancellor,  a  statute  which,  in  general  terms,  bars  an  entry 
into  lands,  or  an  action  for  their  recovery  after  the  period  limited, 
extends  to  and  embraces  suits  for  dower,  although  such  proceedings 
are  not  specifically  named.  In  the  case  cited,  the  claim  of  the 
widow  would  undoubtedly  have  been  barred  under  the  general 
statute  of  1801,  had  it  not  been  for  the  provisions  of  the  subsequent 
Act  of  1806.  And  very  shortly  after  the  decision  of  this  case,  a 
statute  was  adopted  in  New  York,  which  is  still  in  force,  limiting 

1  1  N.  R.  L.  60. 
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actions  for  the  recovery  of  dower  to  twenty  years  from  the  death 
of  the  husband.^ 

'7.  The  statute  above  referred  to  is  construed  to  operate  prospec- 
tively only,  and  does  not  apply  where  the  death  of  the  husband 
occurred  before  it  took  effect.^  And  it  seems,  also,  that  the  limi- 
tation can  not  be  interposed  as  a  bar,  where  the  widow  has  been  in 
possession  of  her  dower,  either  with  or  without  suit,  and  is  subse- 
quently ousted.^  But  it  will  apply  to  cases  of  previous  death,  if  the 
action  be  not  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  statute  went 
into  operation/ 

8.  In  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of  Parker  v,  Obear,^  it  was  held, 
that  "  a  writ  of  dower  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations ;" 
but  this  ruling  proceeded  mainly  upon  the  construction  given  to  the 
English  statute  of  82  Hen.  VIII.*  "  The  statute  of  limitations  of 
this  commonwealth,"  said  the  court,  ^'is  derived  from  the  statute 
of  82  Hen.  VIII.,  c.  2 ;"  and  after  quoting  the  English  authorities 
before  referred  to,  they  added :  "  Without  going  more  at  large  into 
authorities,  it  is  evident  that  the  statute  of  limitations^  refers  to 
seizin  and  right  of  entry.  The  widow  has  no  seizin  in  the  land  by 
reason  of  the  death  of  her  husband ;  and  can  sustain  no  action  till 
after  a  demand  upon  the  heir,  or  person  who  is  seized  of  the  free- 
hold. We  are  clear  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  made  with 
another  purpose,  and  however  broad  the  general  words  may  be, 
they  are  not  applicable  to  claims  for  dower."  But  by  a  statute 
recently  adopted  in  Massachusetts,  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
dower  are  barred  unless  commenced  within  twenty  years  from  the 
death  of  the  husband.^ 

9.  The  doctrine  of  the  Massachusetts  authority  above  cited,  was 

1  1  N.  T.  Rev.  Stat  p.  742,  {  18.  The  Act  contains  a  saving  as  to  widows  under 
the  age  of  twentj-one  jears,  insane,  or  imprisoned  on  a  criminal  charge  or  convic- 
tion, at  the  time  the  death  of  the  husband  occurs. 

*  Sayre  v.  Wisner,  8  Wend.  661 ;  Ward  v.  Kilts,  12  Wend.  137.  See  Spoor  v. 
Wells,  3  Barb.  Ch.  199 ;  post,  J  21. 

*  Sajre  v,  Wisner,  8  Wend.  661. 

«  Sajre  v.  Wisner,  8  Wend.  661  ,*  Brewster  v.  Brewster,  32  Barb.  428,  Peckham,  J., 
dissenting. 

s  Parker  v,  Obear,  7  Met.  24.  •  Ante,  {  2. 

T  Rev.  Stat  1836,  ch.  119. 

*  Qen.  Stat  Mass.  ch.  90,  {  6.  If,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband,  the 
widow  is  absent  from  the  State,  or  is  under  the  age  of  twentj-one  jears,  or  is  insane, 
or  imprisoned,  the  action  is  to  be  commenced  within  twenty  jears  after  the  disa- 
bilitj  ceases.    Ibid. 
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applied  in  New  Hampshire,  to  the  case  of  Barnard  v.  Edwards  ;^ 
but  that  decision  was  founded  upon  a  like  enactment.  ^^This 
statute/*  remarked  the  court,  in  Moore  v.  Frost,^  referring  to  the 
same  Act,  ^'  was  copied  from  the  statute  of  June  16,  1791,'  chang- 
ing only  the  time  of  limitation ;  and  the  last  mentioned  statute 
was  copied  from  the  English  statute  of  32  H.  YIII*,  cap.  2."  By 
the  law  now  in  force  in  New  Hampshire,  the  widow  is  required  to 
bring  her  action  within  twenty  years  from  the  time  she  demanded 
her  dower,  or  she  will  be  barred.* 

10.  In  Maine,  the  courts  appear  to  have  recognized  the  limita- 
tion of  twenty  years  as  applicable  to  actions  for  dower.'  In  New 
Jersey,  it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  such  actions  are  within 
the  statute.^  In  the  latter  State,  the  Act  provides  that  ^'  every 
real,  possessory,  ancestral,  mixed,  or  other  action,  for  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  shall  be  brought  or  instituted. within 
twenty  years  next  after  the  right  or  title  thereto,  or  cause  of  such 
action  shall  accrue,  and  not  after.'*'  '^The  language  is  too  plain 
and  explicit,"  said  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  Berrien  v,  Conover,^  ''  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  admit  of  serious 
doubt.  It  not  only  includes  mixed  actions,  of  whicd  dower  is  one, 
but  all  other  actions  for  the  recovery  of  lands,  tenements,  or  heredi- 
taments. That  no  precedent  of  such  a  plea  is  to  be  found  in  the 
English  books,  presents  an  argument  of  no  force,  for  the  plain 
reason  that  no  such  statute  exists  in  Great  Britain.  .  .  .  But  even 
in  England,  such  a  bar  has  been  mure  recently  proposed.  But 
whether  the  proposition  has  ever  become  a  law,  I  am  unable  to  say.' 
In  New  York,  and  South  Carolina,  it  appears,  time  forms  a  bar  to 
the  widow's  claim  of  dower.  Thus  it  appears  we  are  not  alone  in 
thinking  the  widow's  claim  should  fail  of  a  remedy  after  a  reason- 
able period  hath  intervened.  The  counsel  who  argued  this  case  for 
the  demandant,  suggested  that  there  was  a  privity  between  the 
widow  and  the  heir,  sufficient  to  prevent  any  adverse  possession 
being  set  up  against  her.     But  it  is  altogether  a  mistake." 

1  Barnard  v.  Edwards,  4  N.  H.  107.  «  Moore  v.  Frost,  3  N.  H.  126. 

»  1  N.  H.  Laws,  164. 

«  Comp.  Stat.  N.  H.  ch.  192  ;  Robie  v,  Flaaders,  33  K.  H.  524. 
^  Darham  v.  Angier,  20  Maine,  242.    As  to  the  inclination  of  the  conrts  in  Penn- 
sylvania to  apply  the  statute,  see  Allen  v,  Allen,  2  Penn.  311. 
•  Berrien  v.  Gonover,  1  Harrison,  107 ;  Conover  v.  Wright,  2  Halst.  Ch.  613. 
T  Rev.  L.  N.  J.  411,  {  10 ;  Rev.  St.  N.  J.  96,  {  11. 
B  Berrien  v.  Conover,  tupra,  *  See  ante,  }  3. 
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11.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Wright  v.  Gonover,^  the  chancellof: 

of  New  Jersey  was  of  opinion  that  the  general  limitation  Act  of  *"•  .^ 
that  State  did  not  apply  to  dower,  and  decreed  accordingly.  S^ 
*' Dower,"  he  observed,  "has  a  limitation  in  the  nature  of  things. 
It  is  the  use  of  a  third  part  of  the  lands  during  the  life  of  the 
widow  only.  In  a  large  proportion,  perhaps  a  majority  of  the 
cases,  death  puts  an  end  to  the  enjoyment  and  to  the  claim  of 
dower  within  twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  husband.  There 
is  no  consideration  of  public  policy  requiring  any  other  limitation. 
It  is  a  claim  of  a  peculiar  nature,  entirely  different  from  claims  for 
debt  and  from  asserted  titles  to  land.  The  amount  of  a  debt  is 
yearly  increasing;  and  there  is  a  policy  in  limiting  a  time  within 
which  it  should  be  presumed  paid.  If  one  has  title  to  land  which 
another  is  holding  adversely  to  him,  there  should  be  a  limitation  of 
time  within  which  he  should  bring  his  action  for  it.  The  land  may 
become  more  valuable  by  improvements  put  upon  it  by  the  person 
in  possession ;  and  the  taking  it  from  him,  after  the  lapse  of  years, 
may  inflict  a  heavily  increased  loss.  But  the  value  of  the  right  of 
dower  to  the  widow,  and  the  burden  of  it  to  the  owner  of  the  land, 
is  becoming  less  and  less  every  year  of  her  life.  The  alienee  of  the 
husband  can  put  what  improvements  he  pleases  on  the  land ;  the 
widow  gets  dower  only  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  alienation.  A  purchaser  from  the  husband  knows  he 
buys  subject  to  the  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  the  widow 
can  recover  damages,  that  is,  the  value  of  the  dower  only  from  the 
time  she  demands  her  dower.  If  she  fails  to  demand  her  dower 
for  twenty  years,  the  purchaser  has  been  relieved  of  the  burden 
during  that  time.  Does  that  furnish  any  reason  why  he  should  be 
relieved  from  it  for  the  remnant  of  her  life  ?" 

12.  But  in  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals  the  decree  of  the 
chancellor  was  reversed,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  statute  applies 
to  dower,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law.^  "  It 
was  urged  upon  the  part  of  the  respondent,"  the  court  remarked, 
^^  that  the  10th  section  of  our  statute  of  limitations  (11th  in  the 
revision)  does  not  apply  to  the  action  of  dower,  and  consequently 
can  not  be  pleaded,  either  at  law  or  in  equity;  and  such  is  the  view 
taken  by  the  chancellor.  One  section  of  our  Act  copied  from  the 
English  statute  of  21  Jao.  I.,  c.  16,  sec.  1,  bars  the  right  of  entry 


1  Wright  V,  Gonoyer,  2  Ralst.  Ch.  4S2.      >  Gonover  v,  Wright^  2  Halst.  Glk  613. 
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into  any  lands,  &c.,  unless  made  within  twenty  years  after  such 
right  or  title  shall  accrue.     The  widow  has  no  right  of  entry  until 
dower  assigned,  and  the  statute  of  21  Jac.  I.,  in  England,  and 
similar  statutes  in  this  country,  have  therefore  been  construed  not 
to  apply  to  the  action  of  dower.     It  (21  Jac.  I.)  applies  only  to  a 
right  of  entry,  and  therefore  by  its  terms  is  inapplicable  to  the 
action  of  dower,  which  is  founded,  not  on  the  right  of  entry,  but  on 
an  inchoate  right  to  have  the  one-third  part  of  any  lands  of  which 
the  husband  had  been  seized  during  coverture,  set  off  and  assigned 
to  her.  .  . ' .  It  is  true,  lapse  of  time  is  not  enumerated   in  the 
statute  relative  to  dower  as  a  bar  to  the  action,  and  obviously 
because  it  naturally  falls  within  another  classification.     Parker  v. 
Obear,*  is  a  decision  upon  a  statute  very  similar  to  the  10th  section 
of  our  Act,  which  the  court  then  held,  did  not  bar  the  writ  of  dower. 
But  that  decision  may  well  be  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  in 
the  State  of  Massachusetts  the  widow's  cause  of  action  does  not 
accrue  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  but  only  from  the  time  of  demand 
made.     Here  a  demand  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  support  the 
action,  although  it  may  be  important  as  affecting  the  amount  of 
damages.  Taking  a  different  view  than  the  chancellor  of  the  policy 
of  the  statute,  and  holding  'the  action  of  dower  to  be  not  only 
within  the  letter  but  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute,  we  are 
unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  his  decree  must  be  reversed.*' 

13.  So  in  Ohio,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  proceeding  for  dower  is 
within  the  general  statute  of  limitations.'  In  Tuttle  v.  Willson,^ 
the  widow  instituted  her  suit  twenty-three  years  after  the  death  of 
her  husband.  The  views  of  the  court  upon  the  question  presented, 
were  thus  expressed:  ^^In  some  of  the  States  it  has  been  decided 
that  their  statutes  of  limitation  are  not  to  be  applied  to  a  suit  for 
dower.  But  such  adjudications  appear  to  have  grown  out  of  the 
peculiar  phraseology  of  their  laws.  In  Jones  v.  Powell,*  the  chan- 
cellor seems  to  place  it  entirely  upon  that  ground,  the  statute  of 
New  York  providing  that  the  widow  may,  at  any  time  during  her 
life,  demand  her  dower.     To  have  limited  the  complainant  to  any 


1  Paiiier  v.  Obear,  7  Met.  24;  aote,  J  8. 

*  Bat  where  a  widow  is  beyond  seas,  and  so  withia  the  saring  clause  of  the 
statute,  equity  will  not  let  the  staleness  of  her  claim  be  set  up  to  bar  dower.  Lar- 
rowe  V.  Beam,  10  Ohio,  498. 

»  Tuttle  V.  Willson,  10  Ohio,  24. 

*  Jones  t;.  Powell,  6  John.  Oh.  194;  ante,  {  5. 


CH.  XX.]        THE  STATUTE  OP  LIMITATIONS.  531 

number  of  years,  therefore,  for  the  exercise  of  that  right,  would 
have  repealed  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Act.  The  statute 
of  Ohio,  however,  contains  no  words  of  similar  import.     It  enacts 
*  that  the  widow  shall  be  endowed  of  one  full,  equal  third  part  of 
all  the  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate  of  which  her  husband  was 
seized  as  an  estate  of  inheritance  at  any  time  during  the  coverture,' 
&c.,  but  is  silent  as  to  the  time  within  which  the  right  shall  be 
asserted.     The  Act  of  1810,  provides,  ^  that  no  person  or  persons 
shall  hereafter  sue,  have,  or  maintain  any  writ  of  ejectment,  or 
other  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession,  title,  or  claim,  of, 
to,  or  for  any  land,  tenements,  or  other  hereditaments,  but  within 
twenty-one  years  next  after  the  right  of  such  action  or  suits  shall 
have  accrued,*  &c.^     It  will  be  seen  that  it  is  not  only  an  action  of 
ejectment  which  is  barred  by  this  statute,  but  every  other  action  for 
the  recovery  of  the  possession,  title,  or  claim  to  any  land.     The 
petition  for  dower  is  substantially,  when  prosecuted,  a  possessory 
action.     Its  object  is,  the  recovery  of  a  private  right,  the  pos- 
session of  lands,  in  which  the  complainant  has  an  estate  for  life,  and 
would  seem  to  be  within  the  letter  of  the  Act.     It  is,  however,  a 
general  rule,  both  in  England  and  the  United  States,  that  statutes 
of  limitation  do  not,  ex  vi  termini,  extend  to  suits  in  chancery,  yet 
courts  of  equity  in  both  countries  constantly  admit  their  obligation, 
and  act,  not  only  in  analogy,  but  in  obedience  to  their  provisions. 
It  is,  indeed,  well  settled  that  a  statute  of  limitations  will  now  be 
applied  in  equity,  where  it  would  bar  the  claim  at  law.'     Seaman 
died  in  1815.     The  right  to  dower  accrues  upon  the  death  of  the 
husband.     The  complainant  filed  her  petition  in  1838,  a  period  of 
twenty-three  years  having  elapsed  after  her  cause  of  action  arose, 
and,  in  our  view,  the  statute  is  a  bar  to  her  claim.     But  if  it  were 
otherwise,  the  staleness  of  the  demand  would  be  fatal  to  its  farther 
prosecution,  and,  independent  of  the  Act  of  limitation,  afford  a  com- 
plete defence.     Where  rights  are  unreasonably  neglected,  the  pre- 
sumption is  legitimate  of  an  intention  to  abandon  them." 

14.  The  general  equity  doctrine  above  referred  to,  is  thus  stated 
by  Judge  Story  :^  '*A  defence  peculiar  to  courts  of  equity,  is 
that  founded  upon  the  mere  lapse  of  time,  and  the  staleness  of  the 
claim,  in  cases  where  no  statute  of  limitations  directly  governs  the 
case.     In  such  cases,  courts  of  equity  act  sometimes  by  analogy  to 

»  I  Chase's  Stat.  656.  »  1  Story's  Eq.  502  ;  2  Ibid.  735 ;  6  Peters,  66. 

»  2  Story's  Eq.  J  1520. 


532  THE  LAW  OF  DOWER.  [CH.   XX. 

the  law,  and  sometimes  act  upon  their  oirn  inherent  doctrine  of 
discouraging,  for  the  peace  of  society,  antiquated  demands,  by  refus- 
ing to  interfere  where  there  has  been  gross  laches  in  prosecuting 
rights,  or  long  and  unreasonable  acquiescence  in  the  assertion  of 
adverse  rights."  , 

15.  It  was  upon  this  principle  that  a  claim  for  dower  was  disal- 
lowed in  Kentucky,  in  the  case  of  Ralls  v.  Hughes.^  It  was  there 
held  that  ^'  the  right  of  dower  is  not  embraced  by  the  statute  of 
limitations ;  but  in  chancery,  this,  like  every  new  right  of  action  in 
equity,  must  be  acted  on  at  the  utmost  within  twenty  years.*' 
"Courts  of  equity,"  said  the  court,  "not  merely  adopt  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  in  all  cases  where  it  applies  expressly, 
or  by  analogy,  but  even  in  those  for  which  it  has  made  no  provision, 
on  the  general  principle  that  vigilance  and  activity  are  necessary 
to  call  forth  the  extraordinary  powers  of  the  court,  and  that  where 
a  party  has  slept  upon  his  claim  for  twenty  years,  good  policy 
requires  he  should  be  left  to  his  common  law  remedy.  Concur- 
ring entirely  in  the  wisdom  of  the  policy  that  dictated  the  rule, 
we  are  so  far  from  feeling  any  disposition  to  disregard  or  evade  it 
for  any  purpose,  that  we  should  have  felt  inclined  to  originate  it  if 
it  had  never  heretofore  been  adopted."^  It  has  been  recently 
determined  in  Kentucky,  however,  that  a  widow's  right  to  dower 
accrues  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  that  she  will  be  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations  if  she  fail  to  sue  within  the  time  allowed 
by  law.^ 

16.  In  Maryland,  in  the  case  of  Wells  v.  Beall,^  it  was  held  by 
Bland,  Chancellor,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  is  no  bar  in  equity 
to  a  proceeding  for  dower,  or  for  rents  and  profits  accruing  by 
reason  of  the  right.  In  Steiger  v.  Hillen,^  decided  shortly  after- 
wards, a  bill  filed  by  the  administrator  of  a  widow  to  recover,  in 
lieu  of  dower,  a  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  land  which 
had  been  sold  on  execution  against  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  was 
dismissed  on  account  of  laches  in  asserting  the  claim,  a  period  of 
about  twenty-one  years  having  intervened  between  the  death  of 
the  husband  and  the  death  of  the  widow.  In  Sellman  v.  Bowen,^ 
it  was  held,  that  the  alienee  of  a  husband,  seized  of  land  after  the 


1  BaUs  V,  Hughes,  1  Dana,  407.        *  See  RobinBon  v.  Miller,  2  B.  Mon.  284,  287. 
»  Kinsolving  v.  Pierce,  18  B.  Mon.  782.        *  Wells  t>.  Beall,  2  GiU  &  J.  468. 
^  Steiger  ».  Hillen,  5  Gm  &  J.  121.  •  Sellman  t>.  Bowen,  8  Gill  k  J.  50. 
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husband's  death,  who  receives  the  rents  and  profits,  is  considered 
in  equity  as  a  trustee  or  bailiff  to  the  extent  of  the  widow's  claim 
for  dower,  and  can  not  defeat  the  claim  for  mesne  profits  by  plead- 
ing the  statute  of  limitations.  In  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,^  it  was  said, 
that  the  statute  ''does  not  apply  to  the  wife's  remedy  by  action  for 
her  dower,  though  it  does  not  follow  that  lapse  of  time  may  not 
operate  as  a  bar  to  a  bill  for  an  account."  In  a  later  case,^  an 
annuity  given  by  will'  to  a  widow  in  lieu  of  dower,  became  payable 
in  1818.  No  part  of  it  was  paid,  and  no  legal  steps  taken  to 
enforce  the  payment  until  in  1846,  when  the  widow  filed  a  bill 
claiming  the  whole  amount  of  the  annuity,  with  interest,  as  a  charge 
upon  the  lands  (then  in  the  possession  of  bond  fide  purchasers) 
devised  to  the  parties  who  were  by  the  will  required  to  pay  it.  It 
was  held,  that  the  laches  and  lapse  of  time  were  an  effectual  bar  to 
the  claim.  And  the  fact  that  the  widow  did  not  know  that  the 
annuity  was  a  charge  upon  the  lands  until  in  1839,  when  she  was 
informed  of  it  by  a  decision  in  the  court  of  appeals,  was  regarded 
as  furnishing  no  excuse  for  the  neglect  and  delay  to  proceed  against 
the  parties  personally  responsible  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity. 

17.  In  Tennessee,  in  the  case  of  Guthrie  V.  Owen,' it  was  decided,  ^ 
that  where  dower  has  not  been  assigned  to  a  widow  in  the  lands  of  \ 
her  deceased  husband,  a  possession  of  seven  years  by  the  heirs,  or   ! 
those  who  come  in  under  them,  will  not  bar  her  right  under  the    . 
Act  of  1819.*    The  question  was  very  fully  discussed  by  the  court. 
"A  widow  in  England,*'  they  said,  "is  not  barred  of  her  dower  by 
the  statute  of  32  Hen.  VIII.,  ch.  2,  because  those  who  are  barred 
by  that  statute  must  count  either  on  their  own  seizin,  or  that  of  an 
ancestor,  and  the  widow,  before  assignment,  has  no  seizin  in  the 
lands  of  which  she  is  dowable,  nor  does  she  count  on  the  seizin  of 
any  ancestor.     She  is  not  bound  by  the  Act  passed  for  the  limita* 
tion  of  actions  (21  James  I.,  ch.  16),  for  that  Act  barred  the  right 
of  en  try*  to  those  who  for  twenty  years  after  the  accrual  of  such 
right,  omit  to  enter,  or  bring  their  suits.     But  the  widow,  before 
assignment  of  her  dower,  has  no  right  of  entry  upon  the  premises 
of  which  she  is  dowable,  and  therefore,  her  right  of  entry  not  exist- 
ing, and  that  statute  operating  only  upon  such  right,  her  title  is 
unaffected  by  it.     But  it  is  said  that  the  statute  of  fines  and  pro* 
clamations,^  Rich.  III.,  ch.  7,  or  rather  the  statute  which  re-enacts 

1  KiddaU  v,  Trimble,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  143,  150. 

s  Chew  V.  Farmers  Bank,  9  Gill,  361.  *  Gathrie  i;.  Owen,  10  Yerg.  339.  J 

«  Act  of  1819,  ch.  28,  }  2.  >  Ante,  {{  1,  2. 
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that,  4  Hen.  VII.,  eh.  ^4^  will  bar  the  title  to  dower.  This  posi- 
tion, though  in  early  timee  contradicted  by  Plowden,  and  as  to  its 
principle,  questioned  and  criticised  in  modern  times  by  Preston,  is 
yet  well  established.*  •If*a*fine  with  proclamations  be  levied,  the 
seizin  and  title  of  the  person  in  whose  favor  it  is  levied  become  or 
are  taken  as  paramount^ to  the  title  of  the  heirs  and  of  the  widow, 
and  are  inconsistent  with  her  claim,  and  if  she  omit,  for  the  five 
years  given  by  the  saving  of  the  statute,  to  make  her  claim,  it 
becomes  barred  by  such  fine  and  non-daim.  A  fine  is  a  convey- 
ance of  recoijd,  and  although  the  proceeding  is  fictitious,  yet  it 
appears  of  recoj-d  that  the  purchaser  h|is  a  title,  not  only  adverse, 
but  paramount  to  that  of  the  husband,  or  his  heir  who  has  suffered 
the  recovery;  and  the  right  of  dower,  consequently^  would  not 
exist  at  all,  had  not  the  ^statute  seen  proper,  because  the  proceed- 
ing was  but  a  fiction,  to  annex  a  saving,  and  this  saving  extending 
to  five  years  only,  if  there  be  no  claim  within  that  period,  the  claim 
is  of  course  barred;  But  very  different  are  the  relations  existing 
here  in  point  of  title  between  the  widow  and  the  heir,  when  we 
come  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  widow  be  barred  of  her  dower  by 
the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  1819,  ch.  28.  Neither  the  title 
nor  the  possession  of  the  heir  is  adverse  to  that  of  the  claimant  of 
I  dower,  nor  is  it  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  it.'  The  title  to 
dower  is  involved  with  and  inherent  in  that  of  the  heir;  his  seizin 
and  possession,  although  for  himself,  inures  also  to  the  benefit  of 
the  claimant  in  dower ;  his  possession,  indeed,  may  protect,  but  it 
can  not  destroy  the  right  to  dower,  unless  the  second  section  of  the 
Act  in  question*  shall  constrain  us  to  give  to  it  an  effect  so  little  in 
harmony  with  the  relations  which  exist  between  the  title  of  the 
heir  and  the  dowress.  But  we  do  not  think  that  section  creates  a 
bar  to  the  assertion  of  the  widow's  right  to- dower:  1st.  Because, 
as  we  have  already  said,  the  title  and  possession  of  the  heir  are 
not  inconsistent  with  the  claim  for  dower.  Their  operation  should 
sustain,  not  destroy — should  give  effect  to,  not  defeat  the  title  in 

£ 

^  Ante,  2  1}  AQcl  note. 

3  In  Pennsj'Ivauia,  a  widow  who  remains  in  the  possession  of  land  of  which  her 
•  husband  died  seized  and  possessed,  will  not  be  permitted  to  claim  title  adrersel^  to 
her  children  by  the  statute  of  limitations ;  her  possession,  under  such  circumstances, 
is  that  of  her  children ;  and  if  she  marry  again,  the  possession  of  her  and  her  hus- 
band will  be  as  well  for  the  children  as  themselves.  Cook  v.  Nicholas,  2  Watts  t 
Serg.  27.  The  rule  is  the  same  in  Kentucky,  unless  the  possession  of  the  widow  is 
openly  and  notoriously  declared  to  be  adverse.     Driskell  v.  HankB,  18  B.  Mon.  855. 
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dower.     2d.  Because,  while  the  law  gives  to  the  widow  no  right  of 

entry  upon  the  lands  of  the  heir  of  wiiich'she  is  dowable,  but  her 

remedy  for  the  assertion  of  her  claim  lies  ill  action  only ;  it  imposes 

upon  the  heir  as  an  active  and  continuing  duty  j;owards  the  dow- 

ress,  that  he  should  himself  assign*  to  her' the  dower  to  which  «he 

may  be  entitled.     3d.  Because,  whatever  different  views  may  be 

entertained  with  regard  to  the  first  alid  second  sections  of  the  Act 

of  1819)  all  will  perhaps  agree,  that  the  leading  policy,  the  main 

scope,  the  end  and  aim  of  both  are  to  protect  those  in  possession 

of  real  property  against  claimSyK  whether  legal  or  suitable,  which 

those  who  are  out  of  possession  hold  adversely  against  such  persons 

in  possession ;  yet  to  embrace  a  case  of  «dower  not  only  affects  a 

claim  which  is  not  adverse  to  that  of  the  heir,  as  we  have  shown, 

but  in  fact  makes  the  possession  one  way  or  the  pther,  altogether 

immaterial  in  reference  to  the  statutory  bar.     For,  if  the  second 

section  of  the  statute  will,  in  behalf  of  the  heirs,  bar  the  widow  at 

all,  it  will  do  so  in  a  case  where  the  lands  being  wild,  neither  party 

is  in  actual  possession;  nay,  more,  the  bar  will  exist  in  a  case  wheVe 

the  widow  continues  from  the  death  of  her  husband  to  reside  for 

seven  years  upon  the  premises  in  which  she  seeks  to  be  endowed, 

and  then  brings  her  suit  for  the  assignment  of  dower.    4th.  Because 

the  construction  of  the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  1819,  which 

would  bar  the  widow  of  her  dower  in  favor  of  the  heir,  would  also 

create  a  bar  in  the  case  of  a  technical  continuing  trust.     We  do 

not  think  such  was  the  object  of  the  statute.     In  this  case,  indeed, 

it  is  not  the  heir,  but  a  purchaser  of  his  title,  who  insists  upon  the 

statute  of  limitations.     But  we  think  that  the  same  relation  exists 

between  such  purchaser  and  the  claimant  of  dower,  and  the  title 

remains  in  precisely  the  same  attitude  as  in  the  case  of  the  heir 

himself."^' 

18.  In  thd  subsequent  case  of  Garmichael  v.  Garmichael,^  it  was 
decided,  that  wher^  there  has  been  such  an  adverse  possession  by 
a  stranger  as  will  bar  the  right  of  the  heirs,  the  right  of  dower  is 
also  barred.  In  that  case,  lands  of  a  deceased  husband  had  been 
sold  under  a  void  judgment,  and  were  afterwards  conveyed  by  the 
purchaser  to  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  action  before  he  had 
received  his  deed  from  the  sheriff.      Possession  was  voluntarily 

^  See  Smart  v.  Waterhouse,  10  Yerg.  94. 
'  Garmichael  v,  Garmichael,  5  Humph.  96. 
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relinquished  by  the  widow,  and  she  failed  to  assert  her  right  to 
dower  by  suit  for  twenty  years  thereafter.  It  was  held  that  she 
was  barred.  ''This  case,"  said  the  court,  ^^ differs  widely  from  the 
case  of  Guthrie  v.  Owen,  in  its  facts,  and  consequently  the  decision 
of  it  must  be  controlled  by  entirely  different  principles.  In  that  case, 
Owen  held  under  the  heirs,  and  was  clothed  with  the  title  of  the  heirs, 
and  was  consequently  held  to  be  in  no  better  situation  as  regards 
the  widow's  right  of  dower  than  the  heirs  would  have  been.  In 
this  case,  Williams  [the  tenant  in  possession]  holds  under  a  deed 
from  Daniel  Carmichael,  [the  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale,]  made 
when  he  did  not  pretend  to  have  any  title^  and  consequently,  unless 
Carmichael  afterwards  became  vested  with  the  title  of  the  heirs, 
the  possession  of  Williams,  for  twenty-five  years,  has  been  held 
under  the  deed  of  a  stranger  to  the  title,  and  adversely  to  the  heirs. 
But  the  bill  alleges,  and  so  the  fact  is,  that  the  proceedings  by  sci.  fa. 
to  subject  the  land  of  the  heirs  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
against  their  administrator  were  wholly  void,  the  set,  fa.  not  having 
been  served  on  them,  but  on  their  guardians  only.  Williams's  pos- 
session under  the  Carmichael  deed  is  therefore  a  bar  to  the  right 
of  the  heirs,  or  such  of  them  as  were  twenty-one  years  of  age,  three 
years  before  this  bill  was  brought ;  and  as  the  right  to  dower  is 
connected  with  and  inheres  in  the  title  of  the  heirs,  that  which 
operates  as  a  bar  to  their  title  is  a  bar  to  the  right  of  dower.  But 
we  think,  if  the  proceedings  against  the  heirs  had  been  regular,  so 
that  the  defendant  Williams's  possession  had  been  taken  and  held 
by  virtue  of  a  title  derived  from  the  heirs,  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  are  such  as  that,  coupled  with  the  great  length  of  time  that 
has  elapsed,  ought  to  repel  the  complainant's  right  to  dower.  She 
admits  in  her  bill  that  she  concurred  in  the  sale  of  the  land  and 
voluntarily  relinquished  possession  of  the  premises.  True,  she 
alleges  that  she  did  so,  under  the  influence  of  ignorance  of  her 
rights,  and  delusive  and  false  promises  of  the  defendant  Carmichael; 
but  we  must  regard  her  as  having  knowledge  of  the  law  of  her  case, 
and  the  allegation  of  fraud  is  denied  and  not  proved.  We  have, 
then,  the  case  of  an  agreement  of  a  dowress  for  the  sale  of  the 
land,  a  voluntary  relinquishment  of  possession,  and  a  forbear- 
ance to  assert  her  claim  to  dower  for  more  than  twenty  years. 
The  defendant,  Williams,  too,  purchased  under  the  influence  of 
this  abandonment  of  her  claim  for  dower,  and  has  for  twenty  years 
held  possession  of  the  land  so  purchased,  in  the  full  confidence  that 


CH.   XX.]  THB   STATUTE   OP   LIMITATIONS.  687 

be  had  a  good  title,  free  from  all  incumbrance.  Tinder  these  cir- 
cumstances, we  think  it  would  be  inequitable  now  to  permit  the 
complainant,  through  the  aid  of  this  court,  to  assert  a  right  thus 
abandoned,  which  she  has  permitted  to  lie  dormant  so  long." 

19.  In  North  Carolina,  in  the  case  of  Spencer  v.  Weston,'  it  was 
adjudged  that  the  claim  which  a  widow  has  for  dower  in  the  lands 
of  which  her  husband  died  seized,  is  not,  before  assignment,  a 
**  right  or  title  "  to  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  1715,* 
and  is  not,  therefore,  barred  by  the  limitation  of  that  Act.  The 
court  said:  "  The  third  section  of  the  Act  of  1715  declares  that  *no 
person  or  persons,  nor  their  heirs,  which  shall  hereafter  have  any 
right  or  title  to  any  lands,  &c.,  shall  thereunto  enter  or  make  claim, 
but  within  seven  years  next  after  his,  her,  or  their  right  or  title 
shall  descend  or  accrue;  and  in  default  thereof,  such  person  or 
persons  so  not  entering,  or  making  default,  shall  be  utterly  excluded 
and  disabled  from  any  entry  or  claim  thereafter  to  be  made.'  It 
is  very  clear  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  enter,  because  she  had  no 
estate  in  the  lands  to  enter  upon.  But  she  had  an  interest,  a 
right  to  have  one-third  of  the  lands  assigned  her  by  metes  and 
bounds  for  life.  Must  she  'make  claim'  of  this  interest  in  seven 
years,  or  be  barred  of  her  right  of  dower  by  an  adverse  possession 
for  that  length  of  time?  A  widow,  before  assignment  of  dower, 
has  neither  *any  right  or  title'  to  the  lands  of  which  her  husband 
was  seized;  she  has  only  an  interest  in  the  lands  for  dower;  there- 
fore we  think  the  Act  of  1715  can  not  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  of  her 
action  to  recover  the  same."  The  same  doctrine  was  applied  to 
the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Murphy.*  "The  statute  of  limitations  to 
a  *writ  of  right,"*  said  the  court  in  that  case,  "is  sixty  years; 
to  a  formedon,  fifty  years,  (afterwards  reduced  to  twenty) ;  to  a 
writ  of  entry,  thirty  years.  The  writ  of  dower  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  writ  of  right;  there  is  no  statute  of  limitations  in  regard  to  it;  for 
the  reason,  we  suppose,  that  none  was  thought  necessary ;  for  the 
right  ceased  at  the- death  of  the  widow,  which  would,  in  most  cases, 
happen  before  the  expiration  of  sixty,  fifty,  or  even  thirty  years."* 
So  in  Missouri,  the  Act  limiting  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real 
estate,  is  held  not  to  apply  to  suits  for  dower.* 

^  Spencer  v,  Weston,  1  Dev.  k  Bat.  213. 

*  Rev.  ch.  2,  2  3 ;  Rev.  Stat,  ch.  65,  {  1. 

*  Campbell  v.  Murphj,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 

^  See  McMillan  v.  Tarner,  *l  Jones,  L.  435. 
'  Littleton  v.  Patterson,  32  Misso.  357. 
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20.  In  Georgia,  it  has  been  several  times  decided  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  of  3767^  is  no  bar  to  a  procee'ding  for  dower.*  "By 
that  Act,*'  observed  the  court,  in  Tookev.  Hardeman,^  "all  suits  or 
actions  for  land  are  required  to  be  instituted  within  seven  years 
after  the  title  or  cause  of  action  shall  or  may  descend  or  accrue  to 
the  same,  and  at  no  time  after  the  said  seven  years.  The  argu- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  is,  that  this  is  a  suit  by  the  widow  to  obtain 
possession  oT  the  land.  It  is  an  application  by  the  widow  to  have 
her  dower  assigned  to  her,  and  to  that  extent  it  may  be  considered 
a  suit;  but  in  our  judgment,  the  application  by  a  widow  to  have  her 
dower  assigned  to  her  in  the  lands  of  her  deceased  husband,  is  not 
a  suit  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  land  which  may  be  so  assigned. 
The  widow  could  not  enter  upon  the  land  for  her  dower  until  it  had 
been  assigned  to  her;  nor  could  she  have  sustained  an  action  of 
ejectment  for  her  dower  before  the  assignment  thereof.  The  cause 
of  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  land  did  nqt  accrue  to  the 
widow  until  after  the  assignment  of  her  dower ;  consequently  the 
statute  of  1767  did  not  run  against  her;  and  her  application  for 
such  assignment  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  that  Act.'*^  It  was 
also  held,  in  Chapman  v,  Schroeder/  that  the  right  of  dower  is  not 
barred  by  lapse  of  time  merely,  independent  of  any  equitable  cir- 
cumstances. 

21.  The  present  statute  of  Georgia,  however,  in  force  since  1839, 
requires  the  widow  to  make  application  for  her  dower  within  seven 
years  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  or  she  will  be  barred.*  But 
this  enactment  operates  prospectively  only,  and  does  not  apply  to 
cases  where  the  husband  died  before  its  passage.^ 

22.  In  Mississippi,  an  action  for  dower  is  regarded  as  a  posses- 
sory action  within  the  statute  limiting  such  actions  to  twenty  yeara 
from  the  time  the  right  accrues ;  and  the  right  of  the  widow  is  held 
to  accrue  at  the  death  of  her  husband.^  In  Alabama,  in  the  case 
of  Owen  V.  Slatter,^  the  general  statute  of  limitations  was  pleaded 
as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  dower,  but  the  court  did  not  decide 

1  Prince,  573. 

s  Wakeman  v.  Roache,  Dadlej,  123 ;  Tooke  v.  Hardeman,  7  Geo.  20 ;  Chapman  r. 
Scbroeder,  10  Geo.  321. 

'  Tooke  V.  Hardeman,  supra, 

*  See,  also,  the  elaborate  opinion  of  the  court  in  Wakeman  v.  Roache,  Dadleji  123. 

*  Chapman  v.  Schroeder,  10  Geo  321. 

«  Cobb's  New  Dig.,  p.  230,  J  1 ;  Act  of  Dec.  21,  1839. 

7  Tooke  V.  Hardeman,  supra.     See  ante,  {  7. 

8  Torrej  v.  Minor,  1  Smedes  &  M.  Ch.  489.         •  Owen  v.  Slatter,  26  Ala.  547. 


CH.   XX.]  THB   STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS.  539 

whether  the  bar  applied.^  By  the  code  of  1852,  of  that  State,  all 
suits  for  dower  are  barred  after  three  years.^  An  amendment 
adopted  in  1858,  limits  the  operation  of  this  statute  to  cases  where 
^'  the  claim  or  rights  of  an  alienee  of  the  husband,  or  any  one  claim- 
ing under  such  alienee,  are  involved"  in  the  suit  or  proceeding.' 
But  this  amendatory  Act  does  not  revive  a  right  of  action  already 
barred  under  the  code  at  the  time  of  its  passage.^ 

28.  In  South  Carolina,  it  has  been  decided  in  numerous  cases, 
that  actions  for  dower  are  within  the  general  statute  of  limitations.^ 
In  Ramsay  v.  Dozier,^  the  subject  was  discussed  by  Nott,  J.,  as  fol* 
lows  :  '^  The  question  is,  whether  the  statute  of  limitations  will  bar 
dower.  The  words  of  our  Act  are,  *  If  any  person  to  whom  any 
right  or  title  to  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  shall  descend  or 
come,  do  not  prosecute  the  same  within  five  years  after  such  right 
or  title  averred  [accrued],  then  he,  she,  or  they,  shall  be  for  ever 
barred  to  recover  the  same.'  These  words  embrace  a  right  to  dower, 
as  well  as  any  other  right  to  lands  or  hereditaments.  Mrs.  Ram- 
say's right  accrued  at  her  husband's  death,  and  the  statute  then 
began  to  run."  .  .  .  Brevard,  J. :  "It  is  true,  dower  is  favored  in 
law,  and  the  Act  of  limitations  being  in  restraint  of  the  common 
law,  is  to  be  construed  strictly ;  but  it  is  equally  true,  that  the  Act 
of  limitations  in  this  State,  plainly  and  certainly  limits  the  right  of 
action  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands,  to  five  years  after  the 
time  when  the  right  of  the  party  accrued,  descended,  or  came ;  and 
declares  that  all  claims  to  lands  shall  be  by  action  or  suit  at  law  in 
the  court  of  common  pleas.  In  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Lide  v,  Edward 
Reynolds,^  decided  in  Columbia  in  1802,  it  was  determined  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  may  be  a  bar  to  dower.  The  late  Judge  Wilds, 
then  at  the  bar,  was  retained  by  one  of  the  parties,  and  took  con- 
siderable pains  to  investigate  the  subject ;  the  result  of  his  researches 
was  a  settled  opinion  that  the  plea  was  certainly  good."^ 


1  See  Clay's  Ala.  Dig.,  p.  174,  {  12.  <  Ala.  Code,  1852,  {  1372. 

*  Act  of  Feb.  8,  1858;  Ala.  Laws,  1867-8|  p.  47. 
«  Mania  v.  Martin,  35  Ala.  560. 

B  Lide  V.  Reynolds,  1  Brevard,  76 ;  Mitchell  v.  Poyas,  1  K.  &  M.  85 ;  Ramsaj  v, 
Dozier,  1  Con.  Court,  (Treadw.)  112 ;  Boyle  v,  Rowand,  3  Desaus.  555 ;  Rickard  r. 
Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  158  ;  Wilson  v.  McLenaghan,  1  McMallan,  Bq.  35  ;  Stoney  v.  Bk. 
of  Charleston,  I  Rich.  Eq.  275;  Caston  v,  Caston,  2  Rich.  fiq.  1.  See  Brown  o. 
Spann,  Mills,  Con.  Court,  240. 

*  Ramsay  v.  Dosier,  supra,  v  Lide  t;.  Reynolds,  tupra, 

*  Smith,  J.,  dissented. 
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24.  In  Wilson  v,  McLenaghan,^  the  husband  of  the  dowress  died 
in  1823,  and  the  executor,  immediately  upon  his  death,  took  pos- 
session of  the  real  estate,  and  held  it  until  1827,  when  it  was  sold 
by  the  sheriff  by  virtue  of  an  execution  obtained  against  the  exe- 
cutor. Possession  was  held  by  the  purchaser  continuously  (including 
the  time  from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  the  sheriff's  sale)  for  more 
than  twenty  years.  This  was  adjudged  to  be  a  good  bar  of  dower 
under  the  statute  of  limitations.  In  Caston  v.  Gaston,^  it  was  decided 
that  the  possession  of  a  devisee  may  be  connected  with  the  pos- 
session of  a  purchaser  from  him,  so  as  to  defeat,  under  the  statute 
of  limitations,  the  right  of  the  widow  of  the  testator  to  dower  in 
the  premises,  although  neither  the  possession  of  the  devisee  nor  that 
of  the  purchaser  was  for  ten  years.  In  the  case  of  Rickard  v.  Tal- 
bird,*  the  following  proposition  was  laid  down  by  the  court :  "  The 
right  to  dower  accrues  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  but  the  course 
of  our  decisions  has  been  to  date  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, not  from  the  accrual  of  the  righty  but  from  the  accrual  of 
the  riffht  of  action  for  its  assertion.  So  that  the  statute  does  not 
begin  to  run  until  there  is  a  possession  in  some  one  adverse  to  the 
claimant  of  dower."  This  proposition,  however,  is  opposed  to 
decisions  previously  made  in  the  courts  of  South  Carolina.^ 

25.  In  Michigan,  in  the  case  of  May  v,  Rumney,^  it  was  deter- 
mined, that  actions  for  the  recovery  of  dower  are  not  within  the 
general  statute  of  limitations.  The  statute  under  which  that  case 
arose,  provided,  "  that  no  writ  of  right,  or  other  real  action,  no 
action  of  ejectment,  or  other  possessory  action  of  whatsoever  name 
or  nature,  shall  hereafter  be  sued,  prosecuted  or  maintained  for  the 
recovery  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  unless  the  same 
bo  brought  within  ten  years  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  any  law, 
usage,  or  custom  to  the  contrary,  notwithstanding.*'*  "  This  statute,*' 
said  the  court,  ^'  seems  to  be  broad  enough  to  cover  all  possible 
remedies  for  the  recovery  of  an  interest  in  lands,  and  yet  it  does 
not  in  terms  enumerate  the  action  of  dower."  After  an  extended 
discussion  of  the  subject,  the  court  arrived  at  a  conclusion  which  is 
thus  expressed :  ^'  The  right  to  dower  is  unlike  any  other  right  to 
land  known  to  the  law,  and  its  peculiar  nature  is  such  as  to  exempt 

1  Wilson  V,  McLoDaghan,  1  McMallan,  Eq.  35.        *  Gaston  v.  Gaston,  2  Rich.  Eq.  1. 
s  Rickard  o.  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  158. 

^  See  cases  cited  in  the  preceding  section.  >  Maj  v.  Raomej,  1  Mann.  1. 

«  Act  of  Nov.  5,  1829,  {  1 ;  Laws  1833,  p.  408. 
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it  from  the  operation  of  all  general  statutes  of  limitation,  however 
broad  and  comprehensive,  in  which  it  is  not  named,  or  bj  unavoid* 
able  implication  included." 

26.  In  Iowa,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  statute  of  limitations^  in 
force  in  that  State  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  code,  was  similar  to 
the  English  statute  of  32  Henry  VIII.,  ch.  2,^  and  21  Jac.  L,  ch. 
16,  and  that  it  did  not  bar  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  dower.' 
But  such  an  action  is  within  the  general  statute  of  limitations, 
(chapter  99  of  the  code),  and  will  be  barred  in  the  same  time  with 
other  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  property.*  And  courts  of 
equity,  equally  with  courts  of  law,  are  bound  by  the  statute.*  The 
Indiana  statute  of  1843,*  barred  proceedings  to  recover  dower  after 
the  expiration  of  twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  husband.^ 

27.  From  the  authorities  referred  to  in  this  chapter,  it  will  be 
seen,  that  a  difference  of  opinion  prevails  as  to  the  applicability  of 
general  statutes  of  limitation  to  actions  for  dower;  some  of  the 
courts  holding  that  such  actions  are  not  barred  unless  expressly 
included  by  name ;  and  placing  their  decision,  in  several  of  the 
cases,  upon  the  ground  that  a  right  of  action  does  not  accrue  to  the 
widow  within  the  meaning  of  the  limitation  Acts,  until  there  is  an 
actual  adverse  possession  under  a  conflicting  claim  of  title.  The 
general  doctrine  in  regard  to  the  limitation  of  actions  is,  ^^  that  the 
cause  of  action  or  suit  arises  when  and  as  soon  as  the  party  has  a 
right  to  apply  to  the  proper  tribunals  for  relief."®  In  many  of  the 
States,  the  widow  has  the  right  by  law  to  proceed  for  the  recovery 
and  assignment  of  her  dower  immediately  upon  the  death  of  her 
husband.  It  is  immaterial  to  her  whether  the  heir,  or  a  stranger 
asserting  an  adverse  title,  is  in  possession  ;  her  right  of  action  is  as 
perfect  and  complete  against  the  one  as  against  the  other.  In  this 
respect  there  is  an  essential  difference  between  the  case  of  a  dowress 
and  the  case  of  a  party  having  title  to  lands.     Until  the  possession 

1  Rer.  Stat  1843,  ch.  94.  >  Ante,  H  I,  2. 

s  Pbares  v.  Walters,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  106. 

^  Ibid.  Bj  the  ReyiBion  of  1860,  ({  2428),  application  for  the  admeasurement  of 
dower  most  be  made  within  ten  jears  after  the  death  of  the  husband. 

^  Phares  v,  Walters,  mpra. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  1843,  p.  811,  2  112.  There  was  a  saving  clause  as  to  widows 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  insane.    Ibid. 

7  See  Harding  v.  Presb.  Church,  20  Ind.  71,  73 ;  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  1852,  p.  76, 
i  212. 

^  Angell,  Limitations,  {  42. 
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of  the  latter  is  disturbed  or  invaded,  no  cause  of  action  arises  in 
his  favor ;  and  consequently,  until  that  time,  the  statute  can  not 
commence  to  run  against  him.  But  as  the  widow  may  assert  her 
claim,  and  bring  her  action  at  once,  it  would  seem,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple above  laid  down,  that  it  should  be  considered  as  coming  within 
the  operation  of  the  statute.  In  several  of  the  decided  cases,  as  has 
been  shown,  it  is  held  that  the  right  of  action  to  recover  dower 
accrues  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  that  the  statute  begins 
to  run  from  that  time.^  In  some  of  the  States,  a  widow  can  not 
bring  her  sujt  for  dower  until  after  a  demand  for  its  assignment 
has  been  disregarded  by  the  tenant.^  Where  enactments  of  this 
character  are  in  force,  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  time  when 
her  right  accrues  to  a  writ  of  dower,  after  demand,  and  not  from 
the  time  when  she  became  entitled  to  her  dower  upon  the  death  of 
her  husband.^ 

28.  It  is  well  settled,  in  accordance  with  sound  principle  and  the 
manifest  justice  of  the  case,  that  an  adverse  occupation  of  the  pre- 
mises during  the  life  of  the  husband,  will  not  affect  the  rights  of  the 
widow.*  She  can  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  laches  of  her  husband 
in  this  particular,  and  the  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  against  her 
claim  of  dower  until  after  his  death.  "  Upon  the  principle  on 
which  statutes  of  limitation  are  enacted,"  said  the  court  in  Durham 
V,  Angier,*  "  that  of  negligence  or  laches  in  the  party  debarred, 
no  statute  of  limitations  could  justly  be  held  to  run  against  her  until 
after  that  time.'*  "  The  statute  is  in  terms  broad  enough  to  embrace 
this  case,"  remarked  Richardson,  C.  J.,  in  Moore  v.  Frost;*  **but 
every  statute  is  to  have  a  reasonable  construction,  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  legislature.  The  principle  upon 
which  the  statute  of  limitations  is  founded,  is,  that  he  who  has  cause 
of  action,  and  neglects  to  avail  himself  of  the  remedy  which  the 
law  furnishes,  within  the  time  limited,  shall  be  presumed  to  have 
abandoned  his  right,  and  shall  be  for  ever  barred  of  his  remedy. 


1  Ramsaj  v.  Dozier,  1  Con.  Court,  (Tread w.)  112  ;  Tuttle  ».  WilUon,  10  Ohio,  24 ; 
Kinsolving  v.  Pierce,  18  B.  Mon.  782  ;  Torrej  v.  Minor,  1  Smedes  k  Marsh.  Ch.  489  ; 
Berrien  v.  Conover,  1  Harrison,  107;  Conover  v.  Wright,  2  Halst.  Ch.  613;  Pbares 
V.  Walters,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  106. 

«  Ante,  ch.  vi.,  Jg  1,  2.  »  Robie  v.  Flanders,  33  N.  H.  624. 

^  Durham  v.  Angier,  20  Maine,  242  ;  Moore  v.  Frost,  3  N.  H.  126 ;  Hart  r.  McCoI- 
lum,  28  Geo.  478. 

^  Durham  v,  Angier,  supra,  *  Moore  v.  Frost,  mpra. 
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But  a  wife,  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  has  in  his  lands  only  a 
future  contingent  interest,  a  mere  expectancy,  which  can  not  be 
affected  by  any  act  of  the  husband,  nor  of  any  third  person.     If, 
then,  the  statute  embraces  a  wife's  right  of  dower,  and  begins  to 
run  from  the  time  when  the  husband  ceases  to  be  seized,  she  will  be 
deprived  of  her  dower  in  every  case  where  twenty  years  elapse  after 
a  conveyance  of  the  land  by  the  husband  and  before  his  death  ;  and 
this  without  any  neglect  or  laches  on  her  part.   It  seems  to  us  that 
this  would  be  unreasonable ;  and  we  think  it  is  very  apparent,  from 
the  language  of  the  proviso  to  the  statute  now  under  consideration, 
that  the  statute  was  intended  to  bar  only  those,  who,  being  entitled  to 
make  an  entry  into  lands,  or  to  bring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
lands,  rents,  &c.,  neglect  to  avail  themselves  of  those  remedies  within 
the  time  limited.   For  it  can  never  be  supposed,  that  the  legislature 
could  have  intended  to  save  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  the 
interests  of  ^feme  covert  in  cases  where  she  and  her  husband  might 
have  a  remedy,  and  avoid  the  effect  of  the  statute,  and  yet  leave 
the  statute  to  run  against  her  rights  in  instances  where  she  could 
have  no  power  to  do  anything  to  save  her  rights  from  its  operation." 
The  same  conclusion  was  arrived  at  in  Hart  v.  McCollum.^     "  Th^ 
mere  failure  of  the  husband  to  sue  for  lands  of  which  he  was  once 
legally  seized  during  the  coverture,"  it  was  there  declared,  '*  until 
the  statute  of  limitations  attaches  as  against  him,  does  not  exclude 
the  wife's  right  to  dower  in  said  lands, — a  right  which  she  may 
assert  when  she  becomes  discovert." 


^  Hart  V.  McCollam,  tupra. 
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35,  36.  Depreciation  in  Talue  after  the 
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37-40.  Mode  of  ascertaining  the 
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Introductory. 

1.  It  has  been  shown  in  a  previous  chapter,'  that  in  all  cases  in 
which  the  qualities  and  condition  of  the  property  and  the  nature 
of  the  husband's  estate  therein  will  admit  of  it,  the  rule  of  law 
requires  that  the  dower  of  the  widow  shall  be  assigned  to  her  bj 
metes  and  bounds.'  It  is  proposed  now  to  consider  the  proper 
application  of  this  rule  to  cases  where  the  widow  has  recovered 
judgment  for  her  dower  against  the  heir  or  devisee  of  her  husband, 
or  against  a  purchaser  from  either.' 

Notice  of  the  admeasurement  not  required. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  most  of  the  States,  to  give  notice  of 
the  execution  of  a  commission  to  lay  off  dower,  to  the  heir  or  tenant 
who  is  party  to  the  suit.'^  And  where  the  admeasurers  met  at  the 
house  of  the  heir,  and  requested  him  to  show  the  premises,  and  he 


1  Ante,  ch.  iv.,  J  16. 

s  Perliins,  i  414 ;  Go.  Litt.  34  b. ;  Park,  Dow.  251 ;  4  Kent,  63 :  Pierce  v.  Williams, 
2  Penning.  709.  The  subject  of  the  assignment  of  dower  specially  in  the  rents  and 
profits,  where  the  property  is  indivisiblei  is  considered  post,  ch.  zxiii. 

'  As  to  assignment  where  judgment  has  been  recovered  against  the  alienee  of  the 
husband,  see  the  next  chapter. 

*  In  the  Matter  of  Watl&ins,  9  John.  245 ;  Ridgway  v.  Newbold,  1  Harring.  385; 
Beaty  v.  Hearst,  1  M'Mullan,  31. 
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refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  business,  this  was  held  a 
sufficient  notice,  if  any  was  required,  and  a  waiver  of  all  further 
notice.^ 

8.  By  statute  in  Rhode  Island'  and  Georgia,'  the  commissioners 
appointed  to  set  off  the  dower,  are  required  to  give  the  parties 
interested  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  making  the  assignment. 

Duty  of  the  nTieriff  or  commissianers  in  making  the  assignment 

4.  The  sheriff  is  a  mere  ministerial  officer,  and  can  only  assign 
dower  according  to  the  mode  prescribed  by  law  and  the  tenor  of 
the  writ  addressed  to  him  by  the  court.*  If,  therefore,  the  subject 
out  of  which  dower  is  to  be  assigned  be  divisible,  and  he  do  not 
return  that  he  has  delivered  seizin  of  a  third  part  of  it  by  metes 
and  bounds,  the  assignment  can  not  be  supported.^  The  same 
general  doctrine  applies  where,  by  statute,  the  duty  of  making  the 
assignment  is  withdrawn  from  the  sheriff  and  devolved  upon  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  court.* 

5.  If  the  sheriff  discharge  his  duty  vexs^iously  and  maliciously, 
he  will  be  punished  by  the  court  and  the  assignment  set  aside.  An 
instance  of  this  occurred  in  Abingdon's  case.^  There,  the  sheriff 
returned  that  he  had  assigned  dower  to  the  widow  of  a  house,  viz., 
a  third  part  of  each  chamber,  and  that  he  had  chalked  out  each 

1  In  the  Matter  of  Watkins,  wpra,  >  Re?.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  605,  {  12. 

>  Cobb's  New  Dig.,  p.  229,  §2  1,5.  «  1  Roll.  Abr.  683,  pi.  35. 

6  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  394  j  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  234 ;  Pierce  v.  Williams,  2  Pen- 
ning. 709. 

*  In  Indiana,  the  assignment  by  the  commissioners  simply  ascertains  and  limits 
the  extent  of  the  dower,  bat  does  not  confer  a  right  to  the  estate  itself.  Hence,  the 
claim  of  the  widow,  even  after  assignment,  must  yield  to  a  paramount  title.  M'Mahan 
I'.  Kimball,  3  Blackf.  1.  Where  commissioners  to  assign  dower  neglect  or  refuse  to 
act,  the  court  is  authorized  to  appoint  new  ones  in  their  stead ;  and  this  power 
exists  independently  of  the  statute.  McCormick  v.  Taylor,  5  Ind.  436.  In  Virginia, 
an  assignment  of  dower  made  by  comuiissioners  under  an  order  of  court,  at  the 
instance  of  one  of  several  co-heirs,  is  binding  on  the  widow,  provided  it  be  a  fuU 
and  just  assignment ;  and  it  is  binding  also  on  the  co-heirs,  even  if  they  are  infants, 
provided  it  be  not  excessive.  Moore  v.  Waller,  2  Rand.  418.  In  Missouri,  the  widow 
electing  to  take  a  child's  share  under  the  statute,  (1  R.  C.  1855,  p.  670,  {  11,)  is  to 
be  considered  as  a  dowress ,'  and  the  setting  off  to  her  a  child's  share,  in  partition, 
is  an  assignment  of  dower.  Orrick  v.  Robbins,  34  Misso.  226.  See  Lecompte  v. 
Wash,  9  Misso.  551,  for  an  account  of  the  early  legislation  in  Missouri  in  regard  to 
the  assignment  of  dower. 

7  Abingdon's  case,  cited  Palm.  266. 
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part  for  her.   It  was  determined  that  this  was  an  idle  and  malicious 
assignment,  and  the  sheriff  was  committed  to  prison.^ 

6.  Bat  it  has  been  held,  that  when  the  subject  of  the  assignment 
is  a  dwelling-house,  as  in  the  case  above  referred  to,  the  whole  of 
particular  rooms  may  be  set  off  for  dower.^  In  a  case  in  New 
York,  where  the  premises  in  which  dower  was  claimed  consisted  of 
a  village  lot  with  a  dwelling-house  thereon,  particular  rooms  in  the 
house  were  assigned  to  the  widow,  with  the  right  of  using  the  stair- 
ways, halls,  &G.,  so  as  to  afford  ingress  and  egress  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  rooms ;  and  it  was  decided,  that  no  legal  objection  to  the 
assignment  could  be  made  by  the  tenant.'  Whether  the  widow 
could  object  was  not  determined,  but  Bronson,  J.,  remarked:  '^In 
a  case  like  this,  where  there  are  no  other  lands  in  which  the  dower 
may  be  assigned,  I  think  the  widow  could  not  refuse  to  take  a  part 
of  the  house."  So  in  Parks  v.  Hardey,^  it  was  said  that  there  seems 
to  be  no  objection,  in  admeasurement  of  dower,  to  setting  apart 
particular  rooms  for  the  widow,  with  her  consent,  with  the  nse  of 
the  halls  and  passage  ways.' 

7.  In  a  case^  in  Massachusetts,  upon  an  assignment  of  dower, 
there  was  set  off  to  the  widow  the  southerly  half  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  ^'  that  is,  the  southerly  front  room,  and  the  bedroom  aback 
of  it,  with  the  chamber  and  garret  over  the  same,  and  the  cellar 
under  it,  with  liberty  to  use  the  chamber  and  garret  stairs  and  the 
entries,"  "and  liberty  t%  use  the  kitchen"  (which  was  in  the  north- 
erly half  of  the  house)  "for  washing  and  cooking  when  she  may 
need;  also  liberty  to  use  the  yard  and  well."  No  question  seems 
to  have  been  made  as  to  the  legality  of  the  assignment.  It  appeared 
in  the  case  that  the  only  way  within  doors  to  the  cellar,  was  through 
the  kitchen,  but  that  there  was  a  way  thereto  outside;  and  one 
point  determined  was,  that  the  widow  acquired  no  right  of  passage 
to  the  cellar  through  the  kitchen,  under  the  assignment,  in  the 
absence  of  express  words  to  that  effect.  In  a  case^  in  New  York, 
the  report  of  the  admeasurers  stated  that  they  had  "set  off  to  the 

1  In  another  case,  the  sheriff  was  committed  for  taking  602.  to  execute  his  writ, 
and  the  court  ordered  that  the  assignment  of  dower,  heing  under  valne,  should  be 
amended.    Longvill's  case,  1  Keb.  743 ;  Park,  Dow.  272. 

>  Palm.  264 ;  Doe  dem.  Riddell  o.  Gwinnell,  1  Q.  B.  682 ;  1  Oale  k  D.  180 ;  1 
Bright,  H.  k  W.  372,  pi.  40;  Perk.  {  342.     See  ante,  ch.  i?.,  {{  16-21. 

>  White  V,  Storj,  2  HiU,  543. 

«  Parks  V.  Hardej,  4  Bradf.  15.    And  see  Stewart  v.  Smith,  39  Barb.  167. 

^  See,  also,  Patch  v.  Keeler,  27  Verm.  252 ;  post,  {  13. 

•  Sjmmes  v.  Drew,  21  Pick.  278.         ^  In  the  Matter  of  Watklns,  9  John.  245. 
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widow  the  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  out  of  140  acres,  and  the 
common  use  of  the  entry  and  stairs  of  the  dwelling-house,  above 
and  below  stairs,  and  the  right  of  partitioning  off  part  of  the  cellar 
for  her  separate  use,  the  privilege  of  using  the  well,  room  for  a 
cow  yard,  and  the  separate  use  of  the  horse  shed,"  and  the  assign- 
ment was  sustained. 

8.  In  Illinois,  the  widow  may  have  the  homestead  or  dwelling- 
house  included  in  the  assignment,  if  she  desire  it.^  In  Iowa,  unless 
the  widow  prefer  a  different  arrangement,  the  share  set  off  to  her 
is  to  embrace  the  ordinary  dwelling-house  and  the  land  given  by 
law  to  the  husband  as  a  homestead,  or  so  much  thereof  as  will  be 
equal  to  the  proportion  allowed  her  by  the  statute.^  But  no  differ- 
ent arrangement  is  permitted  where  it  will  prejudice  the  rights  of 
creditors.  In  Arkansas,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  commissioners, 
if  the  estate  will  permit  of  it  without  essential  injury,  to  so  lay  off 
the  dower  as  to  include  the  usual  dwelling-house  in  the  assignment 
to  the  widow ;'  but  at  her  request  they  may  lay  it  off  on  any  part 
of  the  lands,  provided  it  can  be  done  without  material  injury  to 
the  estate/  In  Alabama,'  Mississippi,^  Florida,^  Tennessee,^  and 
North  Carolina,'  the  portion  assigned  to  the  widow  shall  compre- 
hend the  dwelling-house  in  which  the  husband  was  accustomed  to 
dwell,  together  with  the  offices,  outhouses,  buildings,  and  other 
improvements  appertaining  thereto;  but  if  it  shall  appear  to  the 
court  that  the  whole  of  the  dwelling-house  and  other  improvements 
can  not  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the  widow  without  manifest  injus- 
tice to  the  heirs,  then  the  widow  is  to  take  such  part  only  as  the 
court  shall  deem  reasonable  and  just.  In  Florida,  the  part  so  set 
off  shall  not  be  less  than  one-third.     In  North  Carolina  and  Ten- 

^  1  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  155,  {  25.  GommisstoDers  appointed  to  set  off  dower  have 
no  authority  to  make  partition  of  the  land  among  the  parties  entitled  thereto.  Loyd 
V.  Malone,  23  111.  43. 

s  Laws  of  Iowa,  Rey.  of  1860,  p.  415,  {  2426. 

s  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  453,  {  19. 

«  Ibid.  2  20 ;  Act  of  Jan.  15,  1857.  See  Hill  v.  Mitchell,  5  Ark.  608,  619  ;  Morrill 
V.  Menifee,  Ibid.  629. 

»  CUy'sDig.,  p.  172,  J  3. 

•  Rev.  Code  Missis.  1857,  p.  161,  art.  162.  In  this  Stete,  the  statate  proyiding 
for  the  assignment  of  dower,  regards  the  children  of  the  former  marriage,  in  deter- 
mining the  extent  to  which  the  wife  of  the  second  marriage  is  dowable.  Whitehead 
V,  Middleton,  2  How.  (Missis.)  692. 

T  Thompson's  Dig.,  p.  184.  8  Code  Tenn.  1858,  p.  474,  \\  2401,  2402. 

•  Key.  Code  N.  G.  1855,  p.  601,  {  1. 
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nessee,  she  is  to  have  such  portion  as  will  afford  her  a  decent  resi- 
dence, regard  being  had  to  her  rank  and  past  manner  of  life. 

9.  In  Alabama,  nnder  the  statute  above  referred  to,  a  widow  is 
not  dowable,  as  a  matter  of  right,  of  the  entire  dwelling-house,  out- 
houses, kcy  of  her  husband;  but  only  of  such  part  thereof  as  cor- 
responds with  her  dower  interest  in  the  lands.  If  the  estate  be 
solvent,  and  it  will  not  be  unjust  to  the  heirs,  she  may  insist  on  the 
entire  dwelling-house,  outhouses,  &c.,  being  assigned  as  part  of  her 
dower,  in  lieu  of  a  corresponding  portion  of  her  dower  in  the  lands, 
equal  in  value  to  the  portion  of  the  dwelling-house  of  which  she  is 
not  dowable  as  a  matter  of  right.^ 

10.  The  law  will  not  permit  an  assignment  to  the  widow  of  all 
the  husband's  real  estate,  even  where  it  is  supposed  to  be  necessary 
for  her  support.'  This  point  was  determined  in  North  Carolina,  in 
a  case*  which  involved  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  1784.*  That 
Act  gives  to  the  widow  one-third  of  the  real  estate  of  which  her 
husband  died  seized,  in  which  is  to  be  comprehended  the  mansion- 
house  and  offices ;  or  if  the  whole  mansion-house  and  offices  can  not 
be  included  without  injustice  to  the  children,  then  such  portion 
thereof  as  may  be  sufficient  to  afford  her  a  decent  subsistence.  It 
was  held,  that  the  mansion-house,  or  portion  of  it,  is  not  to  be  allot- 
ted in  addition  to  the  third,  but  as  a  j)art  of  it ;  and  if  the  whole 
be  set  off  to  the  widow  when  her  husband  had  no  other  real  estate, 
the  return  will  be  set  aside. 

11.  So  it  is  not  competent  to  assign  to  the  widow  a  portion  of 
the  land  in  fee,  equal  to  her  dower  in  the  whole,  for  this  would  be 
in  effect  to  make  her  a  co-heir.^  Nor  can  the  privilege  be  given 
the  widow  of  cutting  firewood  and  feeding  stock  upon  land  not  set 
off  for  dower.* 

12.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  sheriff  to  state  in  his  return  the 
particular  fields  which  he  has  allotted  for  the  widow's  third ;  it  will 
be  sufficient  if  he  mention  with  certainty  and  precision  of  what  such 
third  consists.  Thus,  in  Howard  v.  Cavendish,^  the  sheriff  returned 
that  he  had  delivered  seizin  to  the  widow  "  of  one-third  part  of  the 


1  Langdon  v,  StephenSj  6  Ala.  730. 

s  Perk.  2  408  ;  Stiner  v.  Gawthorne,  4  Dev.  k  B.  Law,  501. 

'  Stiner  v.  Gawthorne,  supra.  *  Vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  {  15. 

»  Wilhelm  v.  Wilhelm,  4  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  330. 

*  Jones  V.  Jones,  Busbee's  Law  R^.  1*77. 

f  Howard  v.  Gayendish,  Cro.  Jac.  621,  pi.  12 ;  Palm.  264. 
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honour,  hundred,  tenement,  and  advowson ;  viz. :  of  one  tenement 
or  farm  in  C,  called  W.,  then  or  late  in  the  occupation  of  A.," 
&c.,  concluding,  as  it  is  to  be  inferred,  that  the  delivery  was  made 
by  metes  and  bounds  of  such  of  the  particulars  as  were  capable  of 
it.  It  was  objected  that  the  return  was  void,  since  the  expressions 
^Henement  or  farm ''  were  uncertain,  and  that  an  ejectment  for  a 
messuage  or  tenement,^  or  an  indictment  stating  an  entry  into  a 
tenement  or  farm,  was  insufficient,  for  uncertainty.  But  the  court 
decided  otherwise ;  observing,  that  the  same  particularity  was  not 
required  in  returns  of  assignments  of  dower,  as  in  declarations  or 
indictments  ;  and  that  ^^  messuage  or  tenement  in  the  tenure  of  J. 
S.,"  was  an  usual  and  a  good  return;  more  especially,  as  in  the 
present  case  the  sheriff  stated  in  the  conclusion  of  his  return,  that 
he  had  made  a  delivery  by  metes  and  bounds.^ 

18.  In  a  case'  in  Vermont,  commissioners  to  assign  dower, 
returned  that  they  had  set  out  to  the  widow  "  two  stalls  at  the 
south-west  corner  of  the  horse  barn,  and  twelve  feet  square  over 
said  stalls  for  hay ;  also  three  west  rows  of  apple  trees  on  the  west 
side  of  the  orchard,  running  north  and  south  in  the  centre  between 
the  third  and  fourth  rows."  In  regard  to  the  stalls  and  the  place 
provided  for  the  hay,  it  was  held,  that  the  proceedings  were  not 
void  for  uncertainty ;  and  that  ejectment  would  lie  to  recover  pos- 
session of  the  premises  described.  In  reference  to  the  three  rows 
of  apple  trees,  it  was  decided,  that  the  territory  upon  which  they 
stood,  and  all  west  of  a  line  running  north  and  south  between  the 
third  and  fourth  rows  was  set  out,  and  not  simply  a  right  to  take 
and  use  the  fruit  from  the  trees. 

14.  So  it  was  determined  in  a  case  in  Alabama,  that  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  tracts  allotted  as  dower,  by  their  designation  at  the 
land  office,  is  sufficient,  without  describing  them  by  metes  and 
bounds.*  But  in  New  Jersey,  where  the  sheriff  returned  to  the  writ 
of  seizin  that  he  had  allotted  to  the  widow  one  piece  of  land,  giving 
in  his  return  the  metes  and  bounds;  also  one-third  of  the  house  and 
barn ;  the  part  allotted  being  in  the  south  end  of  each ;  also  one- 
third  of  the  orchard ;  but  no  particular  part  of  the  orchard  being 
mentioned ;  the  court  set  aside  the  return,  pronouncing  it  too  vague 


1  Contra^  1  Barr.  423^  and  1  Term  Rep.  11. 

>  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  394.    See  Den  t;.  Abingdon,  Doagl.  4*76 ;  Fenny  o.  Durrant,  1 
Bam.  k  Aid.  40. 
*  Patch  V.  Eeeler,  27  Verm.  252.  ^  Adams  v.  Barron,  13  Ala.  205. 
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and  uncertain.^  ^^It  ought/'  they  said,  ^^to  describe  the  part  allot- 
ted to  the  widow  by  metes  and  bounds,  whenever  the  subject  matter 
is  capable  of  being  so  described ;  a  particular  end  of  a  house  or 
bam,  or  a  third  of  an  orchard,  will  not  do."  And  in  Kentucky,  a 
return  by  commissioners,  that  they  had  assigned  for  dower  **  four 
acres  around  the  house,"  was  considered  too  indefinite.' 

15.  It  is  not  competent  to  show  by  parol  what  lands  were  included 
in  an  assignment  of  dower.  Thus,  where  the  return  of  commis- 
sioners set  forth  an  assignment  of  *'  fifty  acres  of  the  south-westerly 
side  of  said  lots,"  which  ^' said  lots"  were  numbered  three  and 
four,  parol  evidence  was  held  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  easterly 
half  of  lot  three  was  meant  to  be  assigned,  and  this  notwithstanding 
that  the  widow  had  built  on  that  part  of  the  premises  and  had 
resided  there  for  forty  years.'  It  has  been  held,  also,  that  the 
return  of  the  sheriff  that  dower  had  been  set  off  by  three  disin- 
terested freeholders,  is  conclusive,  and  can  not  be  contradicted  by 
the  parties.  If  not  true,  the  officer  is  liable  to  an  action  for  a  false 
return.* 

16.  An  assignment  to  the  widow  and  putting  her  in  possession, 
is  sufficient,  though  she  have  a  husband.^ 

Assignment  in  separate  tracts* 

17.  By  the  common  law,  if  the  widow  be  entitled  to  dower  out 
of  several  tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  the  sheriff  must  assign  to  her 
one- third  part  of  each,  by  metes  and  bounds.'  But  if  the  writ  com- 
mand him  to  deliver  possession  of  a  third  part  of  all  lands  and 
tenements,  &c.,  and  there  are  lands  in  meadow,  pasture,  and  corn, 
he  would  act  in  obedience  to  the  writ  by  assigning  dower  in  toto  out 
of  any  of  these  descriptions  of  lands,  and  his  return  to  the  court  of 
having  done  so,  would  be  good.^ 

18.  It  is  said^  that  if  the  widow  be  dowable  of  three  manors,  the 

1  Pierce  v,  Williams,  2  Penning.  709.        >  SteTens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371. 

'  Toung  V.  Gregory,  46  Maine,  475.  ^  Eastabrook  v.  Hapgood,  10  Mass.  313. 

ft  Adams  v.  Barron,  13  Ala.  205. 

•  Litt.  J  36;  Schnebly  v.  Schneblj,  26  III.  116;  French  v,  Pratt,  27  Maine,  381; 
French  v.  Peters,  33  Maine,  396 ;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314 ;  Wood  «.  Lee,  5  Mon. 
50;  Scott  V.  Scott,  1  Bay,  504  ;  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381 ;  GorrieU  o.  Bron- 
son,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471 ;  Hill  v.  Mitchell,  5  Ark.  608;  Morrill  v.  Menifee,  Ibid. 
629.     Contra^  Oonlter  v.  Holland,  2  Harring.  330. 

f  Moore,  19,*pl.  66;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  393.    See  Park,  Dow.  255;  poet,  {  19. 

8  Moore,  19. 
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sheriff  may  assign  one  manor  to  her  in  lieu  of  dower  out  of  all ;  but 
this  is  denied  bj  the  court  in  an  anonymous  case  in  Moore,^  because 
the  widow  is  entitled  by  common  right  to  dower  of  a  third  of  each 
manor.  Mr.  Roper  considers  that  the  difference  probably  may  be 
thus  reconciled '}  ''  If  the  widow  recover  dower  out  of  three  manors, 
and  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  direct  him  to  assign  it  out  of  the  three, 
then  his  assignment  of  one  manor  for  dower  out  of  all,  will  not  be 
good ;'  but  that  if  the  direction  in  the  writ  be  general,  to  assign 
dower  of  all  lands  and  tenements  comprised  in  it,  and  the  parties 
agree  that  one  manor  shall  be  assigned  for  dower  in  respect  of  all 
the  three,^  such  assignment  will  be  good.'*' 

19.  But  Mr.  Jacob,  observes  :^  ^'  Perhaps  the  authorities  in  favor 
of  this  mode  of  assigning  dower  would  now  prevail,  if  the  manor 
assigned  were  equal  in  value  to  one-third  of  the  whole.  It  does  not 
seem  to  be  necessary  in  all  cases,  that  the  widow  should  have  a 
third  of  each  part  of  the  husband's  estates.  Thus,  if  the  husband 
be  possessed  of  several  different  mines,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
sheriff  should  divide  each  of  them ;  but  he  may  assign  such  a  num- 
ber of  them  as  may  amount  to  one- third  in  value  of  the  whole.^  And 
if  one  of  the  husband's  estates  had  been  aliened  with  warranty,  in 
many  cases  the  whole  of  the  wife's  dower  was  assigned  out  of  the 
remaining  estates,  if  sufficient.^  In  Br.  Dower,  72,  Littleton  reasons 
on  the  supposition  that  the  assignment  is  to  be  made  in  the  same 
way  as  under  a  writ  of  partition  or  an  elegit,  where  a  division 
according  to  the  value  is  sufficient."' 

20.  In  Massachusetts,^'*  Maine,"  Illinois,"  Kentucky,"  South  Car- 
olina, ^^  Iowa"  and  Arkansas,"  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  requiring 

»  Page  12,  pi.  47.  *  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  393. 

*  Ante,  ch.  !▼.,  2!  22-35.  ^  Ante,  ch.  iv.,  {}  22-36. 

ft  1  Roll.  Abr.  683,  pi.  30 ;  Moore,  19,  pi.  66.        •  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  393,  note. 
f  1  Taant.411.  See,  also,  9  Yin.  Ab.  25*7,  pi.  13, 14  ;  Ibid.  260,  pi.  3 ;  post,  {{  23, 24. 
^  Ante,  ch.  Y  ,  2  52  ,*  post,  ch.  xxii.,  {{  60-52. 

*  Clarendon  v.  Homsbj,  1  P.  Wms.  446 ;  Den  v.  Abingdon,  Doug.  476 ;  1  Bright, 
H.  k  W.  368.  See  Br.  Elegit,  14.  If  the  lands  have  been  sold,  and  are  in  the  hands 
of  different  tenants,  dower  mast  be  assigned  in  each  separate  tract  Post,  ch.  zxii., 
22  2-4. 

i<>  Jones  V.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314. 

u  French  v.  Pratt,  27  Maine,  381 ;  French  v.  Peters,  33  Me.  396. 

u  Schneblj  o.  Schnebly,  26  111.  116.  ^*  Wood  v.  Lee,  5  Hon.  60. 

i«  Scott  V.  Scott,  I  Bay,  604. 

^  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381 ;  Corriell  v.  Bronson,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471. 

i«  HiU  V.  MitcheU,  5  Ark.  608 ;  Morrill  v,  Menifee,  Ibid.  629. 
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dower  to  be  assigned  in  each  separate  tract,  is  treated  as  in  force. 
But  in  Delaware,  as  against  the  heir,  dower  may  be  assigned  in 
one  tract  for  the  whole.'  And  in  Iowa,  while  the  doctrine  is  dis- 
tinctly held,  that  where  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  different 
tracts,  the  courts  possess  no  power  to  order  the  dower  in  all  the 
tracts  to  be  assigned  out  of  one  or  more  parcels  without  the  consent 
of  the  dowress ;'  yet  it  is  also  settled,  in  accordance  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law,'  that  the  form  of  the  assignment  may 
be  controlled  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties.^  In  New  Hamp- 
shire' and  Tennessee,'  dower  may  be  assigned  in  one  or  more 
parcels,  as  may  be  convenient.  So  in  Rhode  Island,  where  the 
different  parcels  belong  to  the  same  person.^  So  in  Ohio,^  Mis- 
souri' and  North  Carolina,^^  where  the  assignment  can  be  made 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  any  person  interested  in  the 
land.  So  in  Kentucky,  where  the  lands  are  not  severally  held  by 
different  devisees  or  purchasers.^^  In  Georgia,  where  dower  is  to 
be  assigned  in  two  or  more  tracts  in  the  same  county,  the  commis- 
sioners are  authorized,  if  in  their  judgment  it  will  promote  the 
interests  of  all  parties,  to  assign  the  dower  in  one  of  the  tracts; 
and  the  widow  is  permitted  to  select  the  tract  in  which  the  dower 
is  to  be  laid  off.** 

Assiffnment  in  estates  held  in  common. 

21.  As  has  been  already  stated,*'  if  the  husband  be  tenant  in 
common,  and  die  before  partition,  the  dower  of  his  widow  most  be 
assigned  to  her  to  hold  in  common  also,  and  not  in  severalty.*^  But 
if  partition  be  made  before  the  husband's  death,  so  as  to  invest  him 
with  a  sole  seizin  in  his  share  of  the  lands,  the  widow's  dower  is 

1  Coulter  V,  Holland,  2  Barring.  330.  Otherwise,  where  there  are  seTeral  devisees 
or  purchasers.    Ibid. 

s  OTerrall  v.  Slmplot,  4  Iowa,  381.  •  Ante,  ch.  iv.,  22  22-35. 

^  Gorriell  v.  Bronson,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471. 

ft  N.  H.  Comp.  Stot.  1853,  p.  420,  2  3.     See,  also,  p.  424,  2  1. 

•  Code  Teon.  1858,  §  2403.  i  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  603,  2  3. 

8  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  520,  211;  Ibid.,  p.  898. 

>  1  Rev.  Stot.  Misso.  1855,  p.  674,  2  29.      »  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  602,  2  3. 

11  2  Rev.  Stat.  Kj.  bj  Stanton,  p.  27,  2  12. 

"  Cobb's  New  Dig.,  p.  230,  2  1 J  p.  231,  2  1.    "  Ante,  ch.  iv.,  2  16. 

"  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149  (I);  1  Brownl.  127;  Litt.  2  44;  2  Raym.  785;  Perk.  2  412; 
Park,  Dow.  251 ;  Rank  v.  Hanna,  6  Ind.  20 ;  Llojd  v.  Conover,  1  Dutch.  47 ;  Wood- 
hull  V.  Longstreet,  3  Harr.  405. 
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thereby  rendered  capable  of  being  assigned  in  seyeraltj;  and  in 
such  case,  the  assignment  of  it  ought  to  be  made  by  metes  and 
bounds.^  So  the  widow  of  a  tenant  in  common  whose  interest  was 
conveyed  in  his  lifetime,  without  release  of  dower,  to  his  co-tenant, 
may  have  her  dower  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds.^ 

Assignment  in  leasehold  estates, 

22,  By  statute  in  several  of  the  States,  a  widow  may  have  dower 
of  an  estate  for  years.'  And  it  has  been  held,  that  the  assignment 
of  dower  in  such  cases  is  governed  by  the  same  rules  applicable 
where  the  endowment  is  in  estates  of  inheritance.^ 

Assignment  in  mines, 

23.  Of  open  mines  and  minerals,  the  following  distinctions  have 
been  laid  down  in  a  late  English  case,^  in  regard  to  the  manner  of 
assigning  dower :  If  the  open  mines  be  within  lands  which  belonged 
to  the  husband,  the  sheriff  must  estimate  the  annual  value  of  them, 
as  part  of  the  value  of  the  lands  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable ; 
but  he  need  not  assign  to  her  any  of  the  mines,  or. any  parts  of 
them ;  he  may  include  a  third  of  their  annual  value  in  the  quantity 
of  the  lands  set  out  by  him  by  metes  and  bounds  for  dower  in  which 
are  none  of  the  mines  or  minerals.  But  if  he  choose,  as  he  is  at 
liberty  to  do,  to  include  any  of  the  mines  or  minerals  in  the  assign- 
ment, then  if  the  lands  in  which  they  are,  form  no  part  of  the  lands 
assigned  for  dower,  he  ought  to  describe  the  mines  specifically ;  if, 
however,  the  mines  assigned  be  included  in  the  lands  set  out  in 
dower,  it  is  optional  in  him  to  particularize  them,  since  they  are 
parts  of  the  lands  assigned.  But  the  sheriff  is  not  compellable  to 
adopt  either  of  these  methods.  He  may  divide  the  enjoyment  and 
perception  of  the  profits  of  the  mines  between  the  parties,  viz.,  by 

1  Perk.  2  412;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  396;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xvi.,  {{  13-17;  Potter  v, 
Wheeler,  13  Mass.  504;  WUkinson  v.  Parish,  3  Paige,  653;  Totten  v.  Stuyvesant, 
3  Edw.  Ch.  600 ;  Dolf  v.  Basset,  15  John.  21 ;  Jackson  v/  Edwards,  22  Wend.  498 ; 
Mosher  v.  Mosher,  32  Maine,  412  ;  Ridgeway  v,  Newbold,  1  Hairing.  385. 

'  Blossom  i;  Blossom,  9  Allen,  254. 

s  Gen.  SUt.  Mass.,  p.  471,  23  20,  22  ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.,  p.  668,  {  1 ;  Comp.  Laws 
Kansas,  p.  478,  {  1 ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  616,  {  1 ;  ante,  vol.  i.,  ch.  zvii.,  22  12-18. 

^  Rankin  v.  Oliphant,  9  Misso.  239. 

^  Stoughton  V,  Leigh,  1  Tannt.  402.  See  obsenrations  of  Mr.  Park  on  this  case, 
quoted  ante,  vol.  i.,  ch.  z.,  2  ^* 
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directing  the  separate  alternate  enjoyment  of  the  whole  for  short 
periods,  proportioned  to  the  share  each  party  had  in  the  subject, 
or  by  giving  to  the  widow  an  adequate  part  of  the  profits.^ 

24.  With  respect  to  open  mines  or  minerals  of  the  husband  lying 
in  the  lands  of  other  persons,  and  in  which  his  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  if  the  assignments  for  dower  of 
such  mines  could  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds,  in  the  manner 
lands  are  required  to  be  divided,  that  method  ought  to  be  adopted; 
but  since  that  can  not  bo  accomplished  without  preventing  the  par- 
ties from  having  the  proper  enjoyment  and  perception  of  the  profits, 
the  sheriff  is  permitted  to  assign  dower  in  a  special  manner*  It  is 
not,  therefore,  necessary  that  the  sheriff  should  divide  each  of  the 
mines ;  but  he  may  assign  such  a  number  of  them  as  he  thinks 
proper,  so  as  to  give  each  person  a  due  share  of  the  whole,  as 
before  mentioned.' 

25.  In  commenting  upon  the  ruling  in  Stoughton  v.  Leigh,  that 
the  sheriff  must  estimate  the  annual  value  of  the  open  mines  as 
part  of  the  value  of  the  estates  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable,  Mr. 
Park  says:'  "No  authority  was  referred  to  for  this  opinion,  and  it 
may  perhaps  be  considered  as  encountered  by  a  passage  in  Chief 
Baron  Gilbert's  Tract  on  Dower,  which  was  not  adverted  to  in  the 
argument.  The  passage  is  as  follows :  ^If  the  wife,  after  the  assign- 
ment of  dower,  do  improve  the  land  and  make  it  better  than  it  was 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  an  admeasurement  does  not  lie  of 
that  improvement.  14  Hen.  III.,  Admeasurement,  10;  13  Edw.  L, 
Ibid.  17.  But  if  the  improvement  be  by  casualty,  as  a  mine  of 
coals,  or  of  lead,  which  are  in  the  land,  &c.,  which  have  been  occu- 
pied in  the  husband's  time,  the  doubt  is  the  more;  but  she  shall 
not  dig  new  mines,  for  that  would  be  waste.  The  distinction 
touching  the  mine  seems  to  be  this,  that  where  a  mine  is  not  open, 
she  can  not  work  it  at  all,  because  it  will  be  waste;  if  it  be  open 
and  in  work,  it  seems  to  be  only  a  casual  profit;  and  a  casual  profit 
shall  not  avoid  an  assignment,  or  be  so  admeasured  as  to  vacate  it, 
since  it  is  not  certain  to  continue  during  the  life  of  the  dowress; 
and  therefore  not  to  be  computed  into  the  value  of  that  part  which 
she  possesses^  unless  the  value  was  co-extensive  [in  point  of  dura- 
tion] with  the  estate  which  she  is  to  have  in  it.'  "^ 

^  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  397. 

*  Stoaghton  v.  Leigh,  1  Taant.  402;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  3&7 ;  Park,  Dow.  253. 

•  Park,  Dow.  258-261.  «  Gilb.  D^.  390. 
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26.  "In  Hoby  v.  Hoby,*  (1688),"  the  author  proceeds,  "the  sub- 
ject seems  to  have  been  viewed  in  much  the  same  light  as  it  was 
in  the  later  case  of  Stoughton  v,  Leigh.  In  that  case,  the  tenant 
came  into  equity  to  be  relieved  against  an  assignment  of  dower  by 
the  sheriff,  charging  fraud  and  collusion,  and  that  there  had  been 
assigned  to  the  defendant  for  her  dower,  one  full  third  part  of  the 
lands  which  amounted  to  3002.  per  annum ;  and  that  in  this  third 
part  there  was  a  coal  work,  which  one  year  with  another  was 
worth  3002.  per  annum  beyond  all  charges,  and  yet  no  consider- 
ation was  had  of  it  in  the  assignment  of  dower.  It  appears  from 
the  register's  book,  that  the  court  proposed  to  the  parties  that  the 
defendant  should  either  take  300Z.  per  annum,  the  sum  originally 
proposed  to  be  settled  on  her  by  articles  before  marriage,  or  that 
she  should  work  all  the  coal  pits,  and  dig  coals,  as  well  on  the 
plaintiff's  land  as  the  land  assigned  the  defendant  in  dower,  and 
tQ  take  a  third  penny  thereof,  or  else  a  new  writ  of  seizin  on  the 
judgment  in  dower  should  be  issued  to  the  sheriff,  to  divide  the 
land  into  three  parts,  and  to  choose  by  lot ;  the  defendant  there- 
upon consented  to  accept  a  third  penny  of  the  clear  profits  of  the 
said  estate,  provided  she  might  have  it  allotted  to  her  out  of  the 
lands  and  coal  works  already  allotted  her  in  dower,  which  not  being 
opposed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was  so  decreed,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  to  be  at  liberty  to  break  or  make  any  new  mouths  to  the 
said  coal  pits,  in  any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands,  not  assigned ;  or 
any  part  of  the  lands  assigned  her  in  dower,  «nd  to  work  the  same 
as  she  should  think  fit,  and  should  at  any  time  sink  pits,  work,  dig, 
and  carry  away  coals  in  and  from  any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands, 
not  assigned  in  dower,  as  well  as  in  what  lands  are  assigned,  the 
defendant  in  dower  allowing  and  accounting  to  plaintiff  two  third 
parts  of  the  clear  profits,  and  the  defendant  was  to  have  an  allow- 
ance of  402.  per  annum  out  of  the  plaintiff's  two-thirds  of  the  profits 
to  repair  the  mansion-house.' 

27.  "What  weight  would  have  been  allowed  to  the  proposition 
of  Gilbert,  in  the  particular  case  of  mines,  if  that  authority  had 
been  adduced  to  the  court  in  Hoby  v.  Hoby  and  Stoughton  v. 
Leigh,  it  is  not  for  the  author  to  determine ;  but  from  the  language 
of  the  certificate  in  the  latter  case,  it  may  be  gleaned  as  the 
impression  of  the  court,  that  in  assigning  dower  by  the  sheriff,  the 

1  Hoby  V.  Hobjr,  1  Yem.  218 ;  2  Oh.  Ga.  160.  *  Reg.  Lib.  1683,  A.  f.  256. 
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one-third  of  the  widow  is  to  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  a  general 
estimate  of  the  annual  value.^  The  purposes  of  substantial  justice 
may  probably  be  better  consulted  by  the  adoption  of  this  principle 
than  by  a  strict  adherence  to  the  old  rule  requiring  the  sheriff  to 
assign  a  third  part  of  each  denomination  of  property ;  but  as  the 
authorities  on  this  head  were  not  brought  before  the  court  in 
Stoughton  V.  Leigh,  that  case  can  hardly  be  considered  as  over- 
ruling the  more  ancient  decisions,  particularly  as  the  judges 
expressed  themselves  as  declaring  their  impressions  of  what  the 
existing  law  was,  rather  than  as  promulgating  any  new  exposition 
thereof.'** 

28,  In  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Coates  v.  Cheever,'  the  rule 
laid  down  in  Stoughton  t;.  Leigh. was  substantially  adopted  by  the 
court.  It  was  there  held,  that  dower  may  be  assigned  of  mines, 
either  collectively  with  other  lands,  or  separately  of  themselves; 
that  it  should  be  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  if  practicable;  if 
not,  that  a  proportion  of  the  profits,  or  the  separate  alternate  enjoy- 
ment of  the  whole  for  short  proportionate  periods,  should  be  allotted 
to  the  widow.  *^The  admeasurers,"  said  Woodworth,  J.,  *' should 
take  into  consideration  the  value  of  the  mine  as  far  as  it  was  opened 
during  the  husband's  life,  and  then  assign  the  dower,  either  by 
measuring  off  one-third  in  value,  or  specifically  assigning  a  reason- 
able share  of  the  profits  at  short  periods.  The  case  of  Stoughton 
V.  Leigh  contains  the  rules  by  which  I  think  the  admeasurers  ought 
to  be  guided."  And  Savage,  C.  J.,  added:  "If  practicable,  they 
should  have  given  her  a  proportion  of  the  ore-bed,  assigning  to  the 
tenant  his  own  improvements.  If  such  a  division  was  impracticable, 
then  they  should  have  directed  an  alternate  occupancy  of  the  whole, 
or  a  share  of  the  profits."* 

Alternate  enjoyment 

29.  The  circumstances  under  which  the  separate  alternate  enjoy- 
ment of  mines  may  be  directed,  in  assigning  dower,  have  been 
pointed  out  in  the  preceding  division  of  this  chapter.     The  same 


^  See  post,  22  37-40.  *  Park,  Dow.  25S~261. 

*  Coates  V.  Cheever,  1  Cow.  460. 

«  See,  also,  Billings  v.  Tdjrlor,  10  Pick.  460;  Moore  o.  Rollins,  45  Maine,  493; 
Tol.  i.,  ch.  z.,  {{  4-10.  It  is  held  in  New  Jerse/,  that  dower  may  be  assigned  in 
clay  banks.    BockweU  v.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Gh.  384,  389. 
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mode  of  assignment  is  sometimes  adopted  with  respect  to  a  mill. 
By  the  common  law,  the  widow  can  not  be  endowed  of  that  descrip- 
tion of  property  by  metes  and  bounds.  If  she  recover  judgment  in 
a  writ  of  dower  of  a  third  part  of  a  mill,  it  will  be  erroneous,  and 
may  be  reversed  on  a  writ  of  error.^  The  proper  assignment  of 
dower  in  this  case  is,  as  has  been  before  stated,^  either  of  the  third 
toll  dish,  or  of  a  third  of  the  profits,  or  of  the  entire  mill  for  every 
third  month.*  A  separate  alternate  enjoyment  may  be  also  allotted 
in  assigning  dower  in  a  ferry .^ 

ImprovemenU  hy  the  heir. 

SO.  It  seems  to  be  settled,  that  if  the  heir,  after  the  husband's 
death,  improve  the  estate,  and  its  value  is  thereby  enhanced,  the 
widow  will  be  entitled  to  her  dower  of  the  lands  so  improved,  with- 
out any  allowance  to  the  heir  on  account  of  his  expenditures  or 
labor.* 

31.  But  the  old  books  are  not  entirely  agreed  upon  the  proposi- 
tion above  stated,  and  a  distinction  appears  to  have  been  taken  in 
regard  to  the  character  of  the  improvements  made.  Thus,  it  is 
said,  ^^  if  a  woman  is  entitled  to  have  dower  of  a  marshy  and  the 
heir,  by  his  industry  makes  it  good  meadow,  she  shall  recover 
and  have  dower  as  it  now  is,  because  the  title  is  to  the  quantity  of 
the  land,  and  not  to  the  value;  but  if  the  heir  hath  improved  it  by 
building,  or  any  collateral  improvement,  it  is  otherwise."^     But 

1  Gilpin  V.  Gookson,  1  Lev.  182.  <  Ante,  ch.  ir.,  {17. 

s  Perk,  ii  342,  415 ;  Go.  Litt.  32  a. ;  Gilb.  Dow.  397 ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  396 ; 
Park,  Dow.  252 ;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  p.  697,  2  8 ;  p.  469,  J  5 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857, 
p.  607,  2  26;  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  852,  J  11 ;  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  {  11 ; 
Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  {  11;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  {11.  See  Hyzer  v. 
Stoker,  3  B.  Mon.  117,  where  it  is  held,  that  if  the  property  be  indivisible,  the 
widow  majr,  at  her  election,  enjoy  it  every  third  year,  or  receive  one*third  of  the 
future  rents.  In  Smith  v.  Smith,  5  Dana,  179,  it  was  determined,  that  where  there 
is  a  mill  and  other  improvements  upon  the  same  land,  it  is  not  the  indispensable 
duty  of  the  commissioners  to  assign  to  the  widow  the  third  toll  dish,  or  whole  mill 
eyery  third  month,  third  six  months,  or  third  year,  as  would  be  the  case  in  an  estate 
which  is  indivisible,  as  in  a  mill  only. 

^  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  349 ;  Park,  Dow.  257 ;  4  Kent,  66 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed., 
236,  pi.  22 ;  Go.  Litt.  32  a. ;  Hargr.  note  8,  Ibid. ;  Humphrey  v,  Phinney,  2  John. 
484 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Gh.  260 ;  Gatlin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218 ;  Larrowev.  Beam, 
10  Ohio,  498 ;  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  &  R.  289,  290 ;  PoweU  v.  Mon.  &  Brimf. 
Man.  Go.,  3  Mason,  347,  365,  369 ;  McGlanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746. 

•  13  Hen.  III.,  Dower,  292 ;  Plow.  Qn.  46.    See  Park,  Dow.  257. 
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Lord  Coke  lays  down  the  rule  without  this  qualifieation.  He  sajs:^ 
^^  If  the  wife  be  entitled  to  hare  dower  of  three  acres  of  marsh, 
every  one  of  the  value  of  twelve  pence,  [and]  the  heir  by  his 
industry  and  charge  maketh  it  good  meadow,  every  acre  of  the 
value  of  ten  shillings,  the  wife  shall  have  her  dower  according  to  the 
improved  value,  and  not  according  to  the  value  as  it  was  in  her 
husband's  time ;  for  her  title  is  to  the  quantity  of  the  land,  viz., 
one  just  third  part.  And  the  like  law  it  is  if  the  heir  improve  the 
value  of  the  land  hy  building.'^  The  learned  author  quotes  no 
authority  for  this  position  except  a  case  in  30  Edw.  L,  obscurely 
reported  in  Fitzherbert's  Abridgment,  title  Voucher,  298,  which, 
on  examination,  does  not  seem  to  fully  meet  the  point.'  But  as 
Mr.  Park  justly  observes,'  '^it  is  probably  difficult  to  find  any  satis- 
factory reason  for  the  distinction.  A  house  erected  upon  another 
man's  land,  becomes  attached  to,  and  parcel  of  the  freehold,  and 
ensues  the  title  of  the  land;  and  if  it  shall  go  with  the  land  to  the 
person  absolutely  entitled  thereto,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  why 
it  shall  not  also  become  subject  to  particular  interestsin  the  land;" 
and  as  has  been  stated,  the  modern  authorities,  both  English  and 
American,  are  in  accordance  with  this  view.^ 

32.  It  has  been  said,  in  some  modern  cases,  that  the  reason 
why,  when  the  heir  builds  upon,  or  otherwise  improves  the  estate, 
the  widow  shall  have  her  dower  of  the  improvements,  is  because  it 
is  his  folly  to  make  the  improvements  before  assigning  dower.^  But 
Mr.  Justice  Story  dissents  from  this  view.*  '^This  may  be  the  true 
reason,"  he  remarks,  "but  neither  my  Lord  Coke,  nor,  as  far  as  I 
can  trace,  do  any  of  the  old  authorities  assign  this  as  the  ground 
of  the  rule.  And  if  it  be,  how  does  it  happen  that  if  the  heir 
impairs  the  value,  still  her  dower  is  only  of  the  value  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment,  thus  permitting  him  to  derive  benefit  from  his 

1  Go.  Litt.  32  a. 

*  See  opinion  of  Storj,  J.,  in  PoweU  v.  Mon.  &  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347, 
365-6 ;  and  statement  of  the  case,  post,  ch.  xxii.,  {  7. 

•  Park,  Dow.  257. 

^  See  citations  in  note  to  preceding  section.  In  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine, 
343,  347,  the  court  appear  to  hare  overlooked  the  distinction  taken  in  regard  to  the 
rights  of  the  widow  where  improrements  have  been  made  bj  the  heir  and  where 
thej  have  been  made  bj  an  alienee  of  the  husband. 

>  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  k  R.  289,  290;  Catlin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218,  221,* 
Hale  V.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258,  260.  See  4  Kent,  66 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p. 
236,  pi.  22 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  349. 

«  In  Powell  V.  Mon.  k  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  367. 
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folly  or  his  wrong.^  If  I  were  allowed  to  hazard  a  conjecture,  it 
would  be,  that  the  rule  proceeded  upon  grounds  somewhat  more 
artificial  and  technical.  In  case  of  a  disseizin,  if  the  disseizor  build 
upon  the  land  which  he  hath  by  disseizin,  and  the  disseizee  afterwards 
enter,  the  latter  shall  have  the  buildings  as  well  as  the  land.  The 
reason  is,  that  the  title  and  seizin  of  the  soil,  upon  recovery  by  the 
common  law,  carry  everything  annexed  to  the  freehold  as  an  inci- 
dent. •  •  •  The  tenant  in  dower,  therefore,  like  any  other  tenant  of 
the  freehold,  takes  upon  a  recovery  whatever  is  then  annexed  to  the 
freehold,  whether  it  be  so  by  folly,  by  mistake,  or  by  the  purest  inno- 
cence. If  a  recovery  be  upon  a  title  paramount  against  any  person, 
though  he  may  be  a  bond  fide  purchaser,  and  have  made  improve- 
ments on  the  land,  yet  the  common  law  gives  the  demandant  a 
perfect  title  to  all  the  improvements,  as  well  as  to  the  land.  And 
if,  in  the  hands  of  such  a  purchaser,  the  lands  are  deteriorated, 
still  the  recovery  is  confined  to  the  land,  in  its  actual  state  at  the 
time  of  the  recovery ;'  for  at  the  common  law  no  damages  were 
given  in  real  actions.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  case  of  the  heir,  he  is 
in  by  descent;  and  so  his  possession  being  cast  upon  him  by  the 
law,  may  seem  rightful;  but  when  the  wife  is  endowed  upon  a 
recovery  from  the  heir  and  assignment  of  dower,  she  is  in  from  the 
death  of  her  husband,  and  the  heir's  possession  is  avoided,  and  by 
consequence,  there  is  no  right  of  possession  as  to  this  third  part 
acquired  to  the  heir,  since  the  law  doth  not  place  him  in  such  third 
part  after  the  death  of  the  father.  The  rule,  therefore,  that  sub- 
jected the  improvements  as  well  as  the  land  in  the  possession  of 
the  heir  to  the  claim  of  dower,  seems  a  natural  result  of  the  general 
principles  of  the  common  law,  which  gave  the  improvements  to  the 
owner  of  the  soil." 

88.  The  rule  above  considered  is  not  limited  to  improvements 
made  by  the  heir.  If  lands  which  have  been  sown  by  him  be  assign- 
ed to  the  widow  for  her  dower,  she  will  be  entitled  to  the  crops.^ 

84.  In  some  of  the  States,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  giving 
the  widow  the  benefit  of  improvements  made  by  the  heir,  has  been 
changed  by  statute.  In  New  York,  an  enactment  passed  in  1806, 
excluded  improvements  made  on  wild  land;^  and  by  the  revised 

1  Post,  {  35.  >  Post,  ch.  zxii.,  {g  ^6-49. 

*  Dyer,  316  a.,  pi.  2 ;  Perk.  {  521 ;  2  loBt.  81 ;  Parker  v,  Parker,  17  Pick.  236 ; 
Ralston  v.  Balston,  3  G.  Greene  (Iowa),  533;  ante,  ch.  iv.,  {  36;  post,  ch.  zxx., 
15-20. 
«  See  Walker  v.  Schnyler,  10  Wend.  484. 
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statutes  the  heir  is  protected  as  to  improvements  made  on  any  of 
the  lands  of  the  husband;^  In  Kentucky,  whether  the  recovery  is 
against  the  heir,  or  devisee,  or  purchaser  from  the  husband,  the 
wife  shall  be  endowed  according  to  the  value  of  the  estate  when 
received  by  the  heir,  devisee,  or  purchaser,  so  as  not  to  include  in 
the  estimated  value  any  permanent  improvements  he  has  made  on 
the  land.^  In  Ohio,  the  commissioners  appointed  to  assign  dower, 
in  appraising  the  yearly  v,alue  of  the  estate,  are  required  to  exclude 
all  permanent  or  valuable  improvements  made  thereon  after  the 
husband  ceased  to  be  the  owner.^  In  New  Hampshire,  the  widow 
is  to  be  endowed  of  so  much  of  the  estate  as  will  produce  a  yearly 
income  equal  to  one-third  of  the  yearly  income  thereof  at  the  time 
the  husband  died  or  parted  with  his  title.^ 

Depreciation  in  value  after  the  husband's  death. 

85.  Inasmuch  as  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  the 
improvements  made  by  the  heir,  it  is  but  just  that  she  should  bear 
ja  proportion  of  the  loss  which  may  be  incurred  in  an  unavoidable 
diminution  in  the  value  of  the  lands  during  the  time  which  inter- 
venes between  the  death  of  her  husband  and  the  assignment  of  her 
dower.  "  If,"  says  Lord  Coke,  "  the  value  be  impaired  in  the  time 
of  the  heir,  she  shall  be  endowed  according  to  the  value  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment,  and  not  according  to  the  value  as  it  was  in  the 
time  of  her  husband."^  She  can  claim  nothing  from  the  heir,  there- 
fore, by  reason  of  the  deterioration  of  the  estate,  unless  it  were 
occasioned  by  his  own  voluntary  misconduct,  as  by  committing 
waste.  In  that  case  she  would  be  entitled  to  a  compensation  in 
damages.^ 

36.  But  where  buildings  subject  to  dower  had  been  insured,  and 


1  2  N.  y.  Rev.  Stat,  p.  490,  J  13.      «  2  Ky.  Rey.  Stat,  by  Stanton,  p.  27,  {  10. 

B  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  522,  J  19. 

«  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  420,  g  3;  p.  521,  J  5. 

*  Go.  Litt.  32  a.     See  post,  ch.  zzii.,  {J  46-49. 

•  Go.  Litt.  32  a.;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  349 ;  Park,  Dow.  258.  See  Powell  v.  Hon.  & 
Brimf.  Man.  Go.,  3  Mason,  347,  368 ;  Gampbell  p.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357,  362 ; 
Hale  V.  James,  6  John.  Gh.  258,  260.  In  14  Hen.  IV.,  33,  it  is  made  a  qnery  if  the 
heir  decay  the  land,  tenements,  or  houses,  if  the  wife  shall  be  endowed  in  the  land 
according  to  the  value  when  it  was  in  the  possession  of  her  husband,  or  shall  have 
the  third  part  as  it  is,  and  have  allowance  for  the  improving.  See,  also,  Plowden, 
Query  46.    Park,  Dow.  258,  note. 
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after  the  death  of  the  husband  they  were  destroyed  by  fire,  it  was 
held,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  insurance  money, 
to  be  estimated  according  to  the  proportion  of  her  interest  in  the 
estate.^ 


Mode  of  ascertaining  the  proportion  of  the  widow. 

87.  It  is  difiicult  to  gather  from  the  old  books,  any  distinct 
proposition  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  proportion  of  the  widow  is 
to  be  estimated  and  ascertained  in  setting  out  her  dower.  It  is 
obvious,  that  if  regard  were  to  be  had  to  the  quantity  alone,  a  mere 
illusory  assignment  might  be  made,  by  setting  out  a  tract  of  land 
of  little  or  no  annual  value ;  and  in  modern  times,  the  relative 
value  even  of  adjacent  property,  is  often  enormously  disproportion- 
ate, in  consequence  of  buildings  and  numberless  other  circumstances. 
That  an  assignment  of  one-third  in  productive  value,  and  not  in 
point  of  quantity  merely,  was  what  was  contemplated  by  the  old 
law,  admits  of  no  doubt ;  but  in  the  simple  state  of  property  in 
former  times,  it  is  probable  that  the  only  provision  that  was  made 
for  the  security  of  the  dowress  was,  by  requiring  that  the  sheriff 
should  assign  to  her  a  third  part  of  each  existing  denomination  of 
property.  Thus,  he  was  bound  to  assign  to  her  a  third  part  of  each 
manor,  if  there  were  several ;  or  a  third  part  of  the  arable,  a  third 
part  of  the  meadow,  and  a  third  part  of  the  pasture.'  In  assign* 
ments  by  the  heir,  it  was  a  matter  of  arrangement  between  him  and 
the  Widow,  what  particular  portion  of  the  property  should  be  set 
out,  and  if  they  could  not  agree,  she  resorted  to  her  suit.* 

38.  This  subject  has  undergone  consideration  in  several  cases 
contained  in  the  American  reports.  In  New  York,  in  the  Matter 
of  Watkins,^  the  court,  in  speaking  of  admeasurers  of  dower, 
remarked  that  'Hhey  are  in  the  nature  of  commissioners,  to  set  off 
the  one-third  in  value  of  the  estate,  so  as  to  prevent  all  difficulty 
and  contention  between  the  widow  and  the  heir  or  tenant,  as  to  the 
just  extent  or  ascertainment  of  her  dower/'     In  Massachusetts,  in 


1  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 

s  1  Roll.  Abr.  683.  See,  however,  12  Edw.  IV.  2  j  Bro.  Dow.  72,  contra.  And  see 
ante,  2 J  17-20. 

»  Park,  Dow.  255 ;  1  Washb-  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  236. 

'  In  the  Matter  of  Watkins,  9  John.  245.  See,  also,  Coates  v,  Gheever,  1  Cow. 
460,  476. 
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the  case  of  Leonard  v.  Leonard,^  the  court  laid  down  the  following 
as  the  proper  rule  to  be  observed :  ^^  In  the  assignment  of  dower, 
commissioners  are  to  regard  the  rents  and  profits  only,  of  the  several 
parcels  of  the  estate  out  of  which  dower  is  to  be  assigned.  When 
they  have  ascertained  the  annual  income  of  the  whole  estate,  they 
ought  to  set  off  to  the  widow  such  a  part  as  will  yield  her  one- third 
of  such  income,  in  parcels  best  calculated  for  the  convenience  of 
herself  and  of  the  heirs.  This  rule  is  adapted  equally  to  protect 
widows  from  having  an  unproductive  part  of  estates  assigned  to 
them,  and  to  guard  heirs  from  being  left,  during  the  life  of  the 
widow,  without  the  means  of  support."  And  this  doctrine  was 
reaffirmed  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Conner  v.  Shepherd.'  ^^  It  is 
well  understood  by  the  common  law,"  the  court  there  said,  ^^and 
the  principle  has  been  repeatedly  settled  in  this  court,  that  the 
dower  of  the  widow  is  not  to  be  assigned  so  as  to  give  her  one-third 
of  the  land  in  quantity,  but  so  that  she  may  enjoy  one-third  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  or  income  of  the  estate."  In  Maine,  the  rule  has 
been  stated  in  substantially  the  same  language.  ^^  The  widow  is 
entitled  to  have  such  part  of  the  land  set  out  to  her  as  dower,  as 
will  produce  an  income  equal  to  one-third  part  of  the  income  which 
the  whole  estate  would  produce,  if  no  improvements  had  been  made 
upon  it  since  it  was  conveyed  by  the  husband."^ 

89.  In  Kentucky,  in  the  case  of  Taylor  r.  Lusk,*  the  widow  moved 
to  set  aside  the  assignment  of  dower  on  the  ground  that  she  was 
excluded  from  the  mansion-house.  The  court  said :  ^^  We  perceive 
no  sufficient  reason  for  quashing  the  report  because  the  mansion- 
house  was  not  allotted  to  the  widow.  If  she  obtained  an  equal  third 
part  in  the  value  of  the  land,  it  is  all  the  law  gives,  and  she  can  not 
complain,  no  matter  where  it  is  laid  off  to  her.  The  law  gives  her 
no  preference  over  the  heirs  or  devisees."^  In  Smith  v.  Smith,^  it 
was  held,  that  ^^  in  assigning  dower,  regard  should  be  had  to  the 
productiveness^  as  well  as  to  the  value  of  the  different  parcels  of 
the  estate ;  and  the  allotment  should  include  such  as  will  yield  the 
widow  a  fair  share  of  the  annual  income  of  the  whole.  To  allow 
her  unproductive  property  only,  as  wild  lands,  a  house  without 

^  L«onard  v,  Leonard,  4  Mass.  533.  *  Conner  v.  Shepherd,  15  Mass.  164, 167. 

'  Garter  v.  Parker,  28  Maine,  509.  «  Tajlor  v.  Lusk,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  636. 

6  In  some  of  the  States  the  widow  is  entitled  bj  statate,  to  have  the  homestetd  or 
dwelling-house,  included  in  the  assignment.    See  ante,  22  8,  9. 
•  Smith  V,  Smith,  5  Dana,  179. 
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fields,  &c.,  though  it  may  he  one-third  of  the  value,  is  neither  just 
nor  legal. "^  The  same  principle  has  heen  applied  in  North  Caro- 
lina.* In  a  case*  in  Iowa,  it  was  adjudged  that  "the  word  *  value' 
in  section  1294  of  the  code,  in  relation  to  dower,  was  intended  to 
provide  for  the  assignment  of  dower,  according  to  the  worth  or  value 
of  the  real  estate,  instead  of  the  extent  or  quantity  thereof." 

40.  The  case  of  Gibson  v.  Marshall,*  determined  in  South  Caro- 
lina, was  a  bill  by  the  widow  in  occupation  of  the  premises,  against 
a  purchaser  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  with  notice  of  her 
claim,  for  an  assignment  of  dower  in  a  lot  in  the  city  of  Charrleston. 
The  commissioners  certified  that  the  lot  could  "be  fairly  and  justly 
divided,  having  regard  to  the  true  and  fair  value"  thereof;  and 
that  they  had  assigned  to  the  demandant  the  houses  and  most  of 
the  highland,  leaving  to  the  defendant,  a  much  larger  portion  of 
market  value,  equivalent  to  her  interest,  but  yielding  no  rent.  The 
report  was  nevertheless  confirmed.^ 

I  See,  also,  StevoDS  v.  StevenSi  3  Dana,  371 ;  Lawson  v.  Morton,  6  Dana,  471. 

*  McDaniel  v.  McDaniel,  3  Ired.  L.  61.  See  Stiner  v.  Cawthorne,  4  Dev.  k  B.  L.  501. 

*  Gorriell  v.  Bronson,  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471. 
«  Gibson  v.  Marshall,  6  Rioh.  Eq.  210. 

A  See,  also,  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  155,  J  25;  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  420,  2  3; 
p.  521,  2  5 ;  Cobb's  New  Dig.  Stot.  Geo.  p.  229,  {  1. 
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Introductory. 

1.  In  many  respects  the  rales  regulating  the  assignment  of  dower 
as  against  the  heir,^  are  applicable  to  proceedings  against  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  husband.  But  in  some  particulars  the  rights  of  the 
alienee  differ  from  those  of  the  heir ;  and  we  will  now  proceed  to 
consider  the  nature  and  extent  of  that  difference. 


Assignment  where  there  are  several  alienees. 

2.  Where  the  husband  dies  seized  of  several  distinct  tracts  or 
parcels  of  land,  the  common  law  requires,  as  we  have  seen,'  that 
dower  shall  be  assigned  in  each  separate  tract.^  The  same  rule 
obtains  where  the  husband  has  divided  his  lands  into  several  parcels 
and  aliened  them  to  different  purchasers  ;^  or  where  they  have  been 
so  divided  and  conveyed  by  his  alienee/    And  it  seems  that  the 

^  See  the  preceding  chapter.  *  Ante,  ch.  xxL,  {{  17-20. 

*  Bat  see  observations  of  Mr.  Jacob,  qooted  ante,  ch.  xxi.,  |  19. 

^  Anon.  Freem.  227 ;  Go.  Litt.  35  a. ;  Doe  d.  Riddell  v.  Gwinnell,  1  Q.  B.  (1  AdoL 
k  EUis,  N.  S.)  682 ;  41  Eng.  C.  L.  728  ;  Park,  Dow.  282  ;  Ellicott  v.  Hosier,  1 1  Barb. 
574 ;  Coulter  v,  Holland,  2  Barring.  330 ;  Thomas  v,  Hesse,  34  Misso.  13  ;  Cook  v. 
Fisk,  Walker  (Missis.),  423 ;  Fosdick  v.  Gooding,  1  Greenl.  30.  See  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ey. 
by  Stanton,  p.  27,  {  12. 

>  Doe  d.  RiddeU  v.  Gwinnell,  tupra;  Fosdick  v.  Gooding,  1  Greenl.  30,-  Thomas 
V.  Hesse,  34  Misso.  13. 
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court  will  itself  order  that  the  sheriflF  charge  all  the  purchasers 
proportionally,  and  thus  preserve  equality  among  them.^ 

8.  Where  the  widow,  in  her  complaint,  described  lands  in  the 
possession  of  several  tenants,  occupying  different  portions,  the 
defendant  occupying  but  a  small  part,  and  claimed  for  her  dower 
one-third  of  the  whole,  and  obtained  a  verdict,  it  was  held,  that 
upon  filing  the  record  of  judgment,  commissioners  should  be  appointed 
to  make  admeasurement  of  dower  out  of  the  lands  only  of  which  the 
widow  was  dowable  found  by  the  jury  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant.^ 

4.  In  a  case^  in  Delaware,  the  husband  was  seized  in  severalty 
of  one  tract  of  land,  and  of  an  undivided  interest  in  another.  He 
devised  the  parcel  held  in  severalty  to  his  two  sons,  and  his  interest 
in  the  other  to  his  four  daughters.  Dower  was  assigned  entirely 
in  the  tract  devised  to  the  sons,  who  made  no  objection.  One  of 
the  sons  was  authorized  to  sell  the  premises  devised  to  them,  and 
to  divide  the  proceeds  with  his  brother.  He  made  a  sale,  after  the 
assignment  of  dower ;  and  the  purchaser  subsequently  applied  to 
have  the  assignment  set  aside.  But  the  court  refused  the  applica- 
tion, chiefly  upon  the  ground  that  the  devisees  had  not  objected  to 
the  assignment,  and  that  the  applicant  was  a  purchaser  with  notice. 

The  rule  in  England  as  to  improvements  by  the  alienee. 

5.  The  rule,  as  established  in  England,  gives  to  the  widow  the 
benefit  of  all  improvements  made  by  the  alienee  of  the  husband 
subsequent  to  the  time  when  the  latter  parted  with  his  title.  The 
principle  there  settled  is,  that  dower  attaches  on  the  husband's  real 
property  at  the  period  of  his  death,  according  to  its  then  actual 
value,  without  regard  to  the  hand  which  has  brought  it  into  the 
condition  in  which  it  is  found.  If  the  improvements  have  taken 
place  between  the  time  of  the  husband's  death  and  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  it  seems,  according  to  the  ruling  of  the  English  courts, 
that  the  value  must  be  taken  at  the  period  of  the  assignment.^  But 
several  of  the  ancient  authorities  are  opposed  to  this  doctrine,  and 
in  the  United  States  an  entirely  different  rule  prevails.* 

1  Anon.  Freem.  227 :  Park,  Dow.  282.  <  EUicott  v.  Hosier,  11  Barb.  574. 

*  CoDlter  t'.  HoUand,  2  Earring.  330. 

«  Doe  d.  RiddeU  v.  GwinneU,  I  Q.  B.  682  \  41  Eng.  G.  L.  728 ;  1  Oale  k  Day. 
180  ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  386  \  Park,  Dow.  255-8. 
«  Post,  II  18-26. 
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6.  In  Perkins,  we  find  the  following  exposition  of  the  law  upon 
this  point  :^  '^  If  a  man  be  seized  of  land  in  fee,  and  take  a  wife, 
and  enfeofi*  a  stranger  of  the  land,  and  the  feoffee  builds  thereupon 
a  castle  or  mansion-house,  or  other  buildings,  or  otherwise  improves 
it,  so  that  it  is  worth  more  by  the  year  than  when  it  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  husband;  the  wife  shall  not  have  her  dower  bat 
according  to  the  value  it  was  of  in  the  time  of  her  husband/'  Mr. 
Hargrave  seems  to  have  entertained  the  same  opinion,  for  he  says:^ 
^^  If  feoffee  improves  by  building,  yet  dower  shall  be  as  it  was  in 
the  seizin  of  the  husband ;"  and  he  quotes  from  the  Hale  MSS.  the 
following  reason  for  the  rule :  ^^  For  the  heir  is  not  bound  to  war- 
rant, except  according  to  the  value  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the 
feoffment,  and  so  the  wife  would  recover  more  against  the  feoffee 
than  he  would  recover  in  value,  which  is  not  reasonable/*^  This 
statement  of  the  law  appears  to  be  supported  by  several  cases  cited 
from  the  old  reports. 

7.  One  of  the  cases  referred  to  in  Mr.  Hargrave's  note,  is  17 
Hen.  III.,  cited  in  Fitzherbert's  Abridgment,^  and  is  as  follows : 
"E.,  who  was  the  wife  of  R.,  demands  one-third  part  of  three  acres 
of  land  with  the  appurtenances  in  E.,  as  her  dower,  against  W.  And 
W.  comes  and  says,  that  he  bought  the  land  of  her  husband,  naked 
and  unbuilt  upon,  and  he  built  upon  it ;  and  he  willingly  allows  to 
her  her  third  part,  saving  the  buildings  to  himself.  And  therefore 
9he  had  her  seizin,  saving  to  the  said  W.  the  houses  built  by  him, 
&c.,  because  he  had,  without  the  buildings,  where  she  might  have 
her  land,  &c.'*  Another  case  is  31  Edw.  I.,  reported  in  the  Year 
Book,  in  these  words  :*  "In  a  writ  of  dower  the  demand  was  for  the 
third  part  of  three  acres  and  of  a  mill,  &c.,  where  the  tenant  vouched 
to  warranty ;  and  when  the  vouchee  came,  he  put  forward  a  char- 
ter which  stated  that  he  ought  to  warrant  a  pi^ce  of  land,  &c. 
Herle.  The  demand  is  for  a  mill,  and  the  charter  speaks  of  a  piece 
[of  land]  only;  judgment  if  to  warrant,  &c. — The  Tenant.  We 
have,  since  the  gift,  built  a  mill  on  that  piece  ;  judgment  if  he  ought 
not  to  warrant,  &c. — And  the  case  was  that  the  woman's  husband 
was  seized  of  the  piece  [of  land]  when  it  was  not  built  on. — 
Hengham.     If  I  enfeoff  you  of  a  vacant  piece  of  land,  and  you 

1  Perk.  I  328.  *  Hargr.  Co.  Lilt.  32  a.,  note  8. 

>  Ibid.  *  Fitzh.  Ab.  tit.  Dow.  192. 

B  Year  Books  30  k  31  Edw.  I.,  by  Horwood,  p.  299.  The  same  case  is  also  brtefljr 
noticed  in  Fitzh.  Ab.  tit.  Vouch.  288. 
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afterwards  build  a  castle  on  it,  ought  I  to  warrant  to  you  the  castle  ? 
(as  though  intimating  the  negative.)  But  for  all  this  you  ought  to 
have  disclosed  the  circumstances  when  you  vouched ;  therefore  in 
respect  of  the  mill  let  him  be  absolved,  and  let  him  warrant  the 
remainder."  A  case^  cited  by  Lord  Coke  to  the  point  that  as  against 
the  heir  the  widow  is  dowable  according  to  the  value  of  the  lands 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,^  seems  also  to  have  a  bearing  upon 
this  question.  The  report,  as  given  by  Fitzherbert,  is  very  short 
and  obscure,  but  it  appears  to  have  been  a  case  of  4ower,  where  the 
widow  demanded  a  plaee^  which,  at  the  time  her  husband  sold  it, 
was  without  a  dwelling-house ;  but  she  demanded  dower  of  the  one- 
third  of  the  messuagey  or  of  the  value  against  the  heir  who  was 
Touched.  The  case  was  put,  if  the  husband  sell  a  site,  and  after- 
wards the  purchaser  build  a  castle  on  it,  whether  she  should  have 
dower  of  the  third  part  of  the  castle,  and  it  was  denied.  And 
thereupon  it  is  said,  that  by  the  award  of  the  court  she  recover 
the  third  part  of  the  place  [de  la  place Jf  ^'  These  cases,"  remarks 
Mr.  Justice  Story ,^  ^'seem,  in  substance,  to  support  Lord  Hale's 
position,  and  establish  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  the  heir 
and  a  purchaser  in  favor  of  the  latter."^ 

8.  But  in  the  recent  English  case  of  Doe  d.  Riddellv.  Gwinnell,^ 
the  subject  was  fully  considered,  and  a  conclusion  arrived  at  adverse 
to  the  right  of  the  alienee  to  have  his  improvements  excluded  from 
the  estimate  of  value,  in  making  the  assignment  of  dower.  As  the 
question  possesses  general  interest,  and  is  of  great  practical  import- 
ance, it  may  not  be  unprofitable  to  present  here  so  much  of  the 
opinion  of  the  court  as  will  explain  the  reasoning  upon  which  they 
proceeded.  ^^The  third  question,"  said  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,  ^4s, 
whether  the  widow  shall  have  a  third  part  of  the  lands  according  to 
their  value  at  the  time  when  her  husband  aliened  them,  or  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  or  at  the  time  of  the  assignment.  In  the  present 
case,  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  death,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  though  some  years  elapsed  between  them,  seems  to 
have  been  the  same.     The  question  is  between  the  value  of  lands  at 

^  30  Edw.  I.,  reported  in  Fitzh.  Ab.  tit.  Voucher,  298.  I  find  no  reference  to  this 
case  in  the  Year  Book  30  Edw.  I.,  by  Horwood. 

s  Co.  Lilt.  32  a. 

>  Per  Story,  J.,  in  Powell  v.  Mon.  &  Brimf.  Man.  Go.  3  Mason,  34 T,  365-6. 

«  Ibid.  367.  «  See,  also,  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  349,  360. 

•  Doe  d.  Riddell  v.  Qwinnell,  1  Q.  B.  (1  Adol.  k  El.  N.  S.)  682;  41  Eng.  C.  L. 
728 ;  1  Qale  k  Day.  180. 
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the  time  of  alienation  and  of  the  death  of  the  husband.  It  appears 
that  the  lands  have  been  greatly  improved  by  buildings ;  but  that 
one-third  at  least  of  the  lands  aliened  by  the  husband  remained  not 
built  on.  That  part,  however,  is  not  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant; 
for  though  the  husband  aliened  to  one  person,  that  person  parcelled 
out  the  lands  to  several  others.  We  are  of  opinion  that,  when  the 
lands  at  the  death  of  the  husband  are  in  the  possession  of  several 
persons,  whether  by  his,  the  husband^s  act,  or  the  act  of  his  alienee, 
dower  must  be  assigned  as  to  one-third  of  the  lands  in  each  per- 
son's possession ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  question  above  stated  is 
raised  in  this  case,  notwithstanding  the  quantity  of  the  land  still 
remaining  not  built  on. 

9.  "Very  little  is  to  be  found  in  our  books  upon  this  question. 
What  authorities  are  found  are  collected  by  Mr.  Park  in  his  valu- 
able Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Dower,  p.  255,  et  aeq.     The  principal 
authority  is  Perkins,  sect.  328,  (p.  65,)  who  lays  it  down,  that  *if 
the  feoffee  builds  thereupon  a  castle  or  mansion-house,  or  other 
buildings,  or  otherwise  improves  it  so  that  it  is  worth  more  by  the 
year  than  when  it  was  in  the  possession  of  the  husband,  the  wife 
shall  not  have  her  dower  but  according  to  the  value  it  was  of  in 
the  time  of  her  husband.     And  yet  if  a  disseizor  build  upon  land 
which  he  hath  by  disseizin,  and  the  disseizee  enters,  he  shall  have 
the  building,  &c.     And  so,*  &c.,  *the  cause  of  the  difference  is 
apparent.'     The  very  next  section  of  Perkins,  viz.,  329,  lays  it 
down,  that  if  the  feoffee  '  takes  down  the  building,  and  the  feoffor 
dies,  his  wife  shall  have  dower  according  to  the  value  of  the  land 
as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  husband;  and  hath  not 
any  remedy  for  the  taking  away  of  the  building  before  the  death 
of  her  husband,  although  the  building  was  upon  the  same  land  and 
in  the  possession  of  her  husband  during  the  coverture ;  for  a  wife 
hath  not  right  to  havq  dower  before  the  death  of  her  husband; 
tamen  quaere  of  this  case.'     The  two  sections  are  certainly  not 
very  consistent.     The  wife's  right  to  dower  is  doubtless  not  con- 
summate until  the  death  of  her  husband;  and  if  that  be  a  good 
reason  why  she  must  submit  to  the  intermediate  deterioration  of 
the  property,  it  is  also  a  good  reason  why  she  should  have  advan- 
tage of  the  intermediate  improvement  of  it.    If  the  alienee  be  con- 
sidered as  in  the  place  of  the  husband  in  regard  to  the  land,  and 
to  have  the  same  rights  that  he  had,  there  can  not  be  a  doubt  but 
that  the  time  when  the  value  is  to  be  ascertained  must  be  the  death 
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of  the  husband ;  and  if  the  alienee  suffers,  it  is  his  own  fault,  for 
improving  land  on  which  he  must  have  known  that  the  wife's  right 
would  attach  if  she  survived  her  husband.  So  the  reason  for  the 
doctrine  of  the  328th  section,  given  in  a  note  (8)  to  Co.  Litt.  32  a., 
from  Lord  Hale's  MSS.,  applies  equally  to  the  329th.  *For  the 
heir  is  not  bound  to  warrant  except  according  to  the  value  as  it  was  at 
the  time  of  the  feoffment,  and  so  the  wife  would  recover  more  against 
the  feoffee  than  he  would  recover  in  value,  which  is  not  reasonable.'* 

10.  "  Mr.  Park  (on  Dower,  p.  256),  refers  to  the  Book  of  Assizes 
(14  Ass.  12)  as  a  judgment  for  the  widow  salvia  aedificiis;  and  says, 
^it  is  added  with  some  inconsistency,  and  no  damages,  because  the 
land  was  amended  by  building  upon  it.'  On  examination  of  the 
original  authorities,  it  will  appear  that  here  some  confusion  has 
taken  place,  and  two  cases  have  been  reported  as  one.  For  the 
former  of  them  is  not  in  the  Book  of  Assizes,  but  in  Fitzh.  Gr. 
Abr.  Dower,  pi.  192.^  To  a  writ  of  dower  against  W.  he  pleaded 
^quod  emit  terram  illam  de  viro  suo  nudam  et  insedificatam,  et  super 
aedificavit  et  libenter  concedit  ei  tertiam  partem  suam  salvis  ei  aedi- 
ficiis. Et  ideo  ipsa  habebat  seisinam  suam  s^klvis  eidem  W.  domibus 
suis  sedificatis,  &c.,  quod  habet  alibi  extra  aedificia  ubi  habere  poterit 
terram,  suam,  &c.'  But  the  latter  part  of  the  sentence,  stated  by 
Mr.  Park,  respecting  damages,  is  in  14  Ass.  12,  and  is  the  case  of 
a  prior  who  recovered  by  default  in  an  assize  of  novel  disseizin. 
*Et  r Assize  dit,  que  a  nul  damage,  &c.,  car  la  place  est  amende 
per  edifier.'     A  decision  wholly  foreign  to  the  present  subject. 

11.  "Plowden's  46th  qusere  is  in  these  terms:  *  A  woman  is  enti- 
tled to  have  a  dower  6f  a  marsh,  the  heir  by  his  industry  makes  it 
good  meadow,  she  recovers  it  and  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third 
part  as  it  now  is,  because  her  title  is  to  the  quantity  of  the  land, 
not  the  value;  but  if  the  heir  improves  the  land  hy  building,  or  the 
like  collateral  improvements  it  shall  be  otherwise,^  Quaere,  if  the 
heir  suffers  the  houses  upon  the  land  to  decay,  shall  the  wife  be 
endowed  of  the  land  according  to  its  value  when  it  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  her  husband,  or  shall  she  have  the  third  part  as  it  now 
is,  and  be  allowed  in  damages  for  the  impairing?  And  it  seems 
that  damages  shall  not  be  recouped  in  assize  for  the  improvement 
of  such  marsh.'  Then  follows^  the  passage  from  Co.  Litt.  32  a., 
with  the  note  from  Hale's  MSS.  already  referred  to. 

1  Ante,  §  6.  ^  »  Ante,  I  7.  «  See  ante,  ch.  ixi.,  JJ  30-34. 

*  Park,  Dow.  257,  258. 
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12.  '^All  of  these  authorities,  we  think,  admit  of  a  general 
answer  from  considering  the  nature  of  dower,  and  the  remedy  pro- 
vided for  it  by  the  law  of  England.  The  right  unquestionably 
attaches  on  all  the  lands  of  which  the  husband  was  seized  daring 
the  coverture ;  and  as  certainly  attaches  at  the  period  of  his  death. 
If,  indeed,  the  assignment  of  dower  be  postponed,  the  value  must 
be  taken  at  the  period  of  the  assignment.  And  as  the  sheriff,  in 
case  of  any  dispute,  is  the  appointed  judge  for  dividing  the  lands 
by  metes  and  bounds,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  that  duty  can  be  per- 
formed at  any  other  time. 

13.  ^'But  we  must  examine  the  authorities  more  in  detail.  On 
that  of  Perkins,  we  have  already  pointed  out  its  obvious  inconsist- 
ency. We  may  add,  that  he  supports  his  proposition  by  no  authority, 
and  shows  his  own  doubt  of  its  correctness  by  the  quasre  which  he 
subjoins.  But  his  328th  section  derives  countenance  from  Hale's 
MSS.,  cited  in  Mr.  Hargrave's  note  to  Go.  Litt.  32  a.,  note  (8). 
The  reason  there  stated  can  not,  however,  be  a  just  one,  if  the  wife 
is  properly  considered  as  an  entire  stranger  to  all  dealings  between 
her  husband  and  his  feoffee.  It  also  appears  to  prove  too  much; 
for  it  would  extend  to  all  manner  of  improvements,  as  well  as  build- 
ing. The  case  in  Fitzh.  Gr.  Abr.  Dower,  pi.  192,^  is  open  to  two 
constructions;  either  that  the  law  would  cqmpel  the  widow  to  accept 
her  dower  out  of  the  uncovered  land,  when  a  sufficient  portion  was 
left  in  that  state,  or  that,  in  the  particular  instance,  an  amicable 
arrangement  was  made,  and  the  purchaser  was  therefore  permitted 
to  have  the  full  benefit  of  his  own  improvements  from  a  view  of 
what  was  then  considered  expedient  and  O^uitable.  The  latter 
appears  the  more  probable  supposition ;  and  considerations  of  that 
sort  would  probably  at  all  times  influence  those  whom  the  law 
trusted  to  make  the  assignment.  The  estimate  of  value,  in  award- 
ing a  part  of  the  estate  to  the  widow,  could  hardly  fail  to  be  per- 
plexed by  the  existence  of  buildings  on  the  land,  whether  erected 
gf  old  time  or  since  the  husband's  death.  The  widow  was  not  to 
be  endowed  of  a  castle,  if  for  the  defence  of  the  realm,  because 
that  seems  to  have  been  rather  regarded  as  public  than  private 
property:  nor  was  she  to  be  endowed  of  the  mansion-house,  or 
capital  messuage,  if  that  was  eapiU  haronise  vel  comitatils:  the  mean- 
ing of  which  words  underwent  much  discussion  in  the  Lady  Gerrard*8 

»  Ante,  J  7.  * 
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case.^  But,  even  if  it  were  caput  haronise^  we  have  it  laid  down  by 
as  old  an  authority  as  Bracton  (Lib.  II.,  eh.  40,  §  8,  fo.  97  b.),  that 
she  must  have  her  dower  even  of  a  house  so  denominated,  if  no 
other  dwelling  can  be  found  for  her,  ut  haleat  ubi  caput  reclinet? 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  meant  that  the  edifices  raised  by  an 
alienee  can  never  be  assigned  to  the  widow,  she  must  then  of  neces- 
sity be  endowed  by  means  of  a  money  payment,  if  the  whole  land 
happened  to  be  built  upon.  This  state  of  things,  never  thought  of 
in  ancient  times,  may  commonly  occur  now.  But  how  is  the  esti- 
mate to  be  made  ?  If  according  to  the  present  value,  the  alienee 
gains  nothing  by  the  rule;  if  according  to  any  former  value,  when 
is  it  to  be  assumed?  At  the  period  of  the  alienation,  or  of  the 
husband's  possession  before?  And  how  will  it  be  possible  for  such 
an  inquiry  to  be  brought  to  a  satisfactory  termination  7 

14.  ^'Plowden's  quserCy  and  his  own  opinion  upon  it,  as  well  as 
Lord  Coke's,  appear  to  be  in  the  widow's  favor ;  but  it  is  introduced 
by  a  reason  which  would  apply,  and  to  her  prejudice,  in  a  case  like 
the  present.  But  then  Lord  Coke's  authority  is  against  him ;  and 
he  founds  himself  on  no  other  reason  than  that  improvement  by 
building  is  collateral  to  the  land.  But  why  collateral  ?  It  occupies 
and  obliterates  the  land,  making  an  assignment  of  it  impossible, 
and  destroying  the  very  means  of  ascertaining  its  independent 
value.  The  effect  of  planting  with  timber,  or  sowing  with  corn,  or 
indeed  of  improving  by  any  expensive  process,  is  much  the  same, 
except,  perhaps,  for  this  last  circumstance;  but  we  can  not  see  any 
reason  for  calling  thexf  less  collateral  than  building.  These  text 
writers,  indeed,  speak  of  the  heir,  not  of  an  alienee ;  and  it  is  truly 
observed,  that  an  heir  voluntarily  lays  out  his  money  on  that  which 
he  not  merely  knows  to  be  subject  to  the  rights  of  another,  but 
which  at  the  very  time  ought  to  have  been  assigned  to  and  pos- 
sessed by  another.  But  the  same  observation,  though  in  part  only, 
applies  to  a  purchaser,  who  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  title  of 
his  vendor,  and  the  liabilities  of  the  estate  purchased. 

15.  ^'Perkins'  distinction  between  a  feoffee  and  a  disseizor  rests 
on  no  authority;  nor  do  we  see  how  the  rights  of  the  dowress  are 
to  be  affected  by  it.  She  knows  nothing  of  the  title  under  which 
it  is  held;  and  indeed  questions  of  the  most  difficult  nature  might 

1  Lady  Gerrard's  case,  Skin.  592 ;  s.  c.  Holt,  260 ;  1  Ld.  Rajm.  72 ;  1  Salk.  253 ; 
Comb.  352 ;  5  Mod.  64. . 
s  See  Bract,  fo.  96  b. 
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arise,  whether  the  party  in  possession  is  a  wrongful  disseizor,  or  a 
feoffee  with  good  title.  Must  these  be  decided  by  the  sheriff  before 
she  can  enjoy  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  law  ?  The  sheriff's 
duty  in  assigning  dower  may  be  extremely  arduous  if  he  is  only  to 
determine  on  a  fair  distribution  according  to  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty, varying  as  it  may,  through  all  the  different  portions  of  a 
large  estate ;  but  it  would  become  impracticable  if  he  had  to  examine 
into  the  evidence  of  alienation  and  the  legal  effect  and  consequences 
of  it,  or  if  he  were  bound  to  assign,  not  according  to  the  state  of 
things  then  existing,  but  with  reference  to  matters  as  they  may  be 
shown  to  have  existed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  peradventure 
many  years  before. 

16.  "By  these  considerations  we  are  led  to  conclude  that  dower 
attaches  on  the  husband's  real  property  at  the  period  of  his  death, 
according  to  its  then  actual  value,  without  regard  to  the  hands 
which  brought  it  into  the  condition  in  which  it  is  found;  the  law 
apparently  presuming  that  it  will  continue  substantially  the  same 
up  to  the  assignment.  Mr.  Park  (on  Dower,  257)  informs  us 
that  the  understanding  of  the  profession  is,  'that  the  wife  shall 
be  endowed  of  the  land  as  she  finds  it  at  the  time  of  her  title  of 
dower  consummated.'  We  have  permission  from  Sir  Edward  Sug- 
den  to  state  that  he  always  considered  the  rule  to  be  that  the  widow 
is  entitled  to  have  assigned  to  her,  as  her  dower,  so  much  in 
value  as  is  equal  to  a  third  in  value  according  to  the  condition  of 
the  estate  at  the  time  of  her  husband's  death.  This  opinion,  con- 
tradicted by  no  judicial  authority,  is  an  important  evidence  of  the 
law  on  a  subject  very  likely  to  be  brought  into  court  in  hostile  con- 
troversy, but  almost  always  certain  to  be  arranged  by  the  advice 
of  eminent  conveyancers,  regulated  in  some  respects  by  domestic 
circumstances,  but  surely  not  without  some  reference  to  the  general 
principles  of  law  handed  down  through  a  succession  of  ages." 

17.  But  the  court  did  not  restrict  the  widow  to  dower  in  improve- 
ments made  anterior  to  the  husband's  death.  The  chief  justice 
added:  "Secondly,  some  of  these  buildings  were  erected  long  after 

ft 

the  death  of  the  husband,  not  even  by  the  purchaser  from  him,  but 
by  various  sub-purchasers.  But  this  can  not  prevent  Lord  Coke's 
rule  from  applying;  and  the  hardship  is  voluntarily  incurred  by 
those  who  ought  to  have  informed  themselves  correctly  of  the  title 
which  they  took."^ 


1  Doe  d.  RiddeU  v.  GwinneU,  1  Q.  B.  682 ;  41  Bng.  C.  L.  735. 
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The  rule  in  the  United  States  as  to  improvements  hy  an  alienee. 

18.  In  this  country,  as  Has  been  before  observed,  a  different  rule 
has  been  adopted  from  that  established  in  the  English  courts.  And 
some  of  our  most  distinguished  jurists  have  maintained,  that  the 
American  doctrine  is  not  only  founded  in  justice  and  sound  policy, 
but  is  sanctioned  by  the  ancient  authorities  of  the  common  law.^ 

19.  The  case  of  Libbey  v.  Swett,'  decided  in  Massachusetts  in 
1804,  is  one  of  the  earliest  American  cases  ixi  which  it  was  adjudged 
that  the  widow  is  not  dowable  of  improvements  made  by  the  alienee 
of  the  husband.  Not  long  afterwards,  in  considering  the  questions 
presented  in  Gore  v.  Brazier,'  Parsons,  0.  J.,  remarked:  ^^An 
effect  originating  in  this  feudal  principle  may  be  discovered  in  this 
State  in  the  assignment  of  dower  against  a  purchaser.  When  the 
husband  aliens  with  warranty  during  the  coverture,  and  after  dies, 
his  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  improvements 
made  by  the  purchaser,  because  he  could  not  recover  their  value 
in  other  lands  against  the  heir  on  the  warranty  of  the  husband. 
This  rule  is  now  supported  in  this  State  on  principles  of  public 
policy,  that  purchasers  may  not  be  discouraged  from  improving 
their  lands."  In  Perry  v.  Goodwin,*  the  point  was  yielded  by  the 
widow,  and  not  determined  by  the  court.  In  Ayer  v.  Spring,'  the 
following  explicit  declaration  of  the  law  was  made:  "We  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  demandant  is  entitled  to  her  dower  in  the  premises 
only  as  they  existed  at  the  time  when  her  husband  was  last  seized, 
and  that  she  is  not  dowable  of  the  buildings  erected,  or  other 
improvements  made  thereon  by  the  tenant."  And  this  ruling  was 
followed  in  other  cases  determined  in  the  same  State.* 

20.  The  same  principle  has  long  been  settled  in  New  York  by 
an  unvarying  current  of  decisions.^   In  the  earliest  of  these,**  Kent, 

1  See  4  Kent,  65,  66. 

>  Libbey  v.  Swett,  Story's  Plead.  365^  note ;  cited  by  Story,  J.,  3  Mason,  370,  372. 

*  Gore  V.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523,  544.  «  Perry  v.  Goodwin,  6  Mass.  498. 

*  Ayer  v.  Spring,  9  Mass.  8 ;  8.  o.  10  Mass.  80,  where  the  question  was  raled 
against  the  tenant  on  a  point  of  pleading.    See  post,  {  28. 

*  Catlin  V.  Ware,  9  Mass.  218 ;  Webb  v.  Townsend,  1  Pick.  21 ;  Stearns  v.  Swift, 
8  Pick.  532  \  Powell  t;.  Mon.  k  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347. 

T  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,  2  John.  484;  Dorchester  v,  Coventry,  11  John.  510; 
Shaw  V.  White,  13  John.  179 ;  Dolf  v.  Basset,  15  John.  21 ;  AUan  v.  Smith,  1  Cow. 
180;  8.  0.  20  John.  477;  Ooates  9.  Gheever,  1  Cow.  460;  Walker  v.  Schuyler,  10 
Wend.  480 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258 ;  Van  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577 ; 
Parks  V,  Hardey,  4  Bradf.  16. 

s  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,  2  John.  484,  (1807). 
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Ch.  J.,  bases  his  conclusion,  in  part,  upon  what  he  deems  the  doc- 
trine of  the  common  law.  He  says:  "The  widow  is  not  entitled  to 
dower  according  to  the  improved  value  of  the  land,  in  case  of  alien- 
ation by  the  husband.  She  must  take  her  dower  according  to  the 
value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation.  This  is  the  rule  prescribed  in 
such  cases  by  the  Act;^  and  Ihe  statute  did  not,  in  this  respect, 
introduce  a  new  rule,  for  such  was  the  law  as  understood  and 
declared  in  the  most  ancient  decisions  of  which  we  have  any  report."* 
Similar  language  was  employed  by  the  same  judge  in  disposing  of 
the  case  of  Hale  v.  James,'  where,  after  stating  the  point  deter- 
mined in  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,  he  added:  "This  was  the  old  doc- 
trine of  the  common  law,  and  the  case  in  17  H.  III.  is  cited  in 
Fitzh.  Ab.  tit.  Dower,  s.  192,  for  the  rule,  that  the  wife  shall  have 
her  dower  without  the  improvements  made  by  the  purchaser  from 
the  husband.  So  in  Perkins,  tit.  Dower,  s.  828,  referring  to  the 
same  place  in  Fitzherbert,  it  is  stated,  that  if  the  husband  enfeoff 
a  stranger,  who  improves  and  makes  the  land  more  valuable  by  the 
year,  the  wife  shall  not  have  her  dower,  'but  according  to  the  value 
it  was  in  the  time  of  the  husband.'  Again,  the  rule  is  stated  by 
Sir  Matthew  Hale  to  be,  that  the  heir  is  not  bound  to  warrant, 
except  according  to  the  value  as  it  was  '  at  the  time  of  the  feoff- 
ment;' and  the  wife  can  not  recover  against  the  feoffee  more  than  he 
could  recover  in  value  against  the  heir.^  These  old  authorities  refer 
to  the  time  of  the  alienation  by  the  husband  for  the  true  period  at 
which  to  estimate  the  value.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  mean- 
ing of  these  cases ;  and  if  the  land  has  subsequently  by  impro?e- 
ments  increased  in  value,  the  wife  can  not  recover  against  the  feoffee 
more  than  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment,  or  at  the  time  of 
the  husband,  because  the  feoffee  can  not  recover  on  his  warranty 
more  by  way  of  indemnity  against  the  heir.  The  rule  is  founded 
in  sound  policy,  and  does  not  discourage  the  purchaser  from  making 
improvements."* 

21.  How  far  this  question  is  affected  in  New  York  by  local  legis- 
lation, is  explained  by  Savage,  G.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Walker  v, 
Schuyler.**   "The  language  of  the  revised  statutes" — ^to  quote  from 


1  Ses3.  29,  ch.  168 ;  4  Laws  N.  T.,  p.  616. 

s  He  cites  17  Hen.  III.,  Dower,  195;  31  Edw.  I.,  Yoneher,  288;  Perkins,  {  328; 
Hargr.  Co.  Lltt.  32  a.,  note  8.    See  these  authorities  referred  to,  ante,  {{  6,  7. 
s  Hale  V.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258. 

«  Hale's  MSS.,  cited  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  32  a.,  note  8.  *  See  post,  22  41,  49. 

•  Walker  v.  Schnyler,  10  Wend.  480. 
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his  opinion — '^is  as  follows:  ^A  widow  shall  be  endowed  of  the 
third  part  of  all  the  lands  whereof  her  hasband  was  seized  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance  at  any  time  during  the  marriage.'^  The  Act 
of  1787  was  in  nearly  the  same  language.  After  declaring  that 
the  widow  shall  give  nothing  for  her  dower,  that  she  shall  tarry 
forty  days  in  the  mansion-house  of  her  husband,  &c.,  it  is  enacted 
as  follows:  'And  for  her  dower  shall  be  assigned  unto  her  the  third 
part  of  all  the  lands  of  her  husband,  which  were  his  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture.'^  The  statute  of  1806  declares,  that  'dower 
of  any  lands  sold  by  the  husband  shall  be  according  to  the  value 
of  the  lands,  exclusive  of  the  improvements  made  since  the  sale,'' 
and  points  out  a  mode  in  which  either  the  widow  or  the  heirs,  or 
other  owners,  may  proceed  to  have  dower  admeasured  and  assigned 
by  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the  surrogate;  and  directs,  'where 
any  testator  or  intestate  shall  have  been  possessed  of  lands  wild 
and  unproductive,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  admeasurers 
to  take  into  view  any  improvements  made  upon  any  wild  lands  by 
any  such  heirs,  or  other  proprietors  or  owners,  and  award  the  said 
improvements  within  the  bounds  of  that  part  of  the  estate  which 
shall  be  allotted  to  such  heirs  or  other  owners.'  The  revised  stat- 
utes also  provide  that  a  widow  may  tarry  in  her  husband's  house 
forty  days  after  his  death,  free  of  rent,  and  have  her  sustenance, 
whether  her'  dower  is  assigned  to  her  or  not;^  and  in  making 
admeasurement,  the  commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose 
shall  take  into  view  any  permanent  improvements  made  upon  the 
lands  out  of  which  dower  is  to  be  assigned,  since  the  death  of,  or 
alienation  by  the  husband;  and  they  are  directed  to  allot  such 
improvements  to  the  heir  or  owner,  if  practicable ;  and  if  not,  then 
to  make  a  deduction  from  the  widow's  part,  proportionate  to  the 
benefit  she  will  derive  from  such  improvements.'  So,  also,  where 
damages  are  recovered,  they  shall  not  be  estimated  for  any  perma- 
nent improvements  made  by  the  owner,  whether  heir  or  grantee  of 
the  husband.*  From  this  examination  and  comparison  of  the  old 
and  new  statutes,  it  will  appear  that  the  rights  of  the  widow  are 
not  altered  as  to  the  extent  of  her  dower.  The  third  part  of  the 
lands  of  the  husband  means  one-third  part  of  the  value  of  the  lands 
when  the  title  passed  from  the  husband.  In  case  of  alienation  by 
the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  the  point  has  been  settled  by  several 

I  2  R.  S.  740,  21-  *  I  R.  L.  56,  {1.  >  1  R.  L.  60,  ]  1. 

*  1  R.  S.  742,  i  17.  »  2  R.  S.  490,  {13.  •  1  R.  S.  743,  J  21. 
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adjudications.  In  the  case  of  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,*  the  action 
was  dower,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  alienation  by  the  husband 
in  his  lifetime,  valuable  improvements  by  the  defendant,  and  readi- 
ness to  set  off  one-third  in  value,  as  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. 
On  demurrer  to  this  plea,  the  court  held  that  the  principle  assumed 
by  the  plea  was  correct;  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  dower 
according  to  the  improved  value  of  the  land,  in  case  of  alienation 
by  the  husband,  but  according  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation. 
This  decision  was  made  in  1807,  and  the  court  took  occasion  to  say, 
that  the  Act  of  1806,  did  not,  in  that  respect  establish  a  new  rule, 
and  they  refer  to  the  Year  Books  for  the  same  rule." 

22.  In  Pennsylvania,  also,  it  has  been  authoritatively  determined 
that  the  widow  shall  take  no  benefit  from  the  improvements  of  the 
purchaser.  In  Thompson  v.  Morrow,*  Tilghman,  C.  J  ,  after  stating 
that'  at  common  law,  the  widow,  where  the  husband  died  seized 
takes  her  dower  according  to  the  condition  of  the  lands  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment,  proceeds  as  follows :  ^'  The  law  is  different, 
however,  when  the  husband  aliens  the  land  during  coverture,  for 
there  the  wife  shall  derive  no  advantage  from  any  improvement 
made  by  the  alienee.  There  is  no  injustice  in  this,  for,  if  the  hus- 
band had  never  aliened,  he  might  not  have  made  these  improve- 
ments. And  it  would  affect  the  prosperity  of  the  country,  by  dis- 
couraging improvements  in  building  and  agriculture,  if  the  wife 
were  to  be  endowed  of  one- third  of  the  value,  including  these 
improvements.  This,  I  take  to  have  been  the  main  reason  for 
excluding  the  wife  from  any  part  of  the  value  arising  from  improve- 
ments ;  although  we  find  in  the  old  books  another  reason  assigned, 
that  is  to  say,  that  as  the  tenant  in  dower,  who  vouches  the  heir  on  a 
warranty  of  his  ancestor,  must  recover  of  the  heir,  according  to  the 
value  of  the  land,  at  the  time  of  the  alienation,  it  would  be  unreason- 
able that  the  widow  should  recover  of  the  tenant  according  to  any 
other  value.  So  far  as  concerns  improvements  made  by  the  alienee, 
it  is  agreed  that  the  tenant  shall  be  protected  from  this  hard- 
ship. .  .  .  There  are  not  many  authorities  on  this  subject  to  be 
found  in  the  English  books,  and  such  as  we  have  are  bottomed  on 
decisions  said  to  be  reported  in  the  Year  Books.  Mr.  Hargrave, 
in  his  note  on  Co.  Litt.  32  a.,  sect.  36,  cites  1  H.  V.  11 ;  17  E.  III.; 
17  H.  III.,  Dower,  192;  81  Ed.  L,  Vouch.  288.     *If  the  feoffee 

1  Humphrey  u.  Phinney,  2  John.  484. 
*  TbompsoD  t\  Morrow,  5  Serg.  k  R.  289. 
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improve  by  baildings,  yet  dower  shall  be  as  it  was  in  the  seizin  of 
the  husband,  for  the  heir  is  not  bound  to  warrant  except  according 
to  the  value  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment ;  and  so  the  wife 
would  recover  more  against  the  feoffee,  than  he  would  recover  in 
value,  which  is  not  reasonable.'  It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the 
decision  in  the  cases  here  cited,  was  upon  improvements  by  build- 
ings, erected  by  the  feoffees ;  the  decision,  therefore,  was  clearly 
right,  although  a  better  reason  might,  perhaps,  be  given,  than  that 
which  is  said  to  be  assigned  for  it  in  the  Year  Books.  In  Jenk. 
Cent.  pa.  84,  86,  case  68,  in  which  the  Tear  Book  47  E.  III.,  22, 
is  cited,  we  have  the  law  laid  down  as  follows :  "  On  voucher,  if 
special  matter  be  showed  by  the  vouchee,  viz. :  that  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  feoffment  was  worth  onlv  lOOZ.,  and  now  at  the  time  of 
the  voucher,  is  worth  2001.  by  the  industry  of  the  feoffee,  the  tenant 
shall  recover  only  the  value  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  sale,  for,  if  the 
act  of  the  feoffee  has  meliorated  the  land,  this  shall  not  prejudice 
the  feoffor  in  his  warranty.'  Here  is  satisfactory  reasoning  indeed. 
The  warrantee  shall  not  by  any  acts  of  his  own^  increase  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  warrantor,  for  that  would,  in  effect,  be  to  alter  the  con- 
tract of  warranty."  To  the  same  effect  are  the  cases  cited  below.^ 
23.  The  same  doctrine  prevails  in  Maine,^  Ohio,^  Indiana,^  Ken- 
tucky,* Illinois,*  Missouri,^  Tennessee,®  North  Carolina,^  Mississippi,^® 
Alabama/^  New  Jersey,"- Maryland,^  Delaware,"  South  Caro- 
-  — • _^-__^_^__— _^_____ 

I  Winder  v.  Little,  1  Teates,  152  ;  Leggett  v.  Steele,  4  Wash.  G.  0.  a05;  Benner 
V.  Evans,  3  Penn.  456 ;  Shirtz  v.  Shirtz,  6  Watts,  255. 

'  Mosher  V.  Mosber,  15  Maine,  371  ]  Hobbs  v,  Harveji  16  Maine,  80;  Carter  v, 
Parker,  28  Maine,  509  ;  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine,  343. 

s  Dunseth  v.  Bk.  U.  S.,  6  Ohio,  76 ;  Allen  v.  McCoy,  8  Ohio,  418.  See  Larrowe 
V,  Beam,  10  Ohio,  498. 

<  Wilson  V.  Oatman,  2  Blackf.  223 ;  Smith  v.  Addleman,  6  Blackf.  406  \  Throp  v. 
Johnson,  3  Ind.  343. 

^  Dashiel  v.  Collier,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  601 ;  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345 ;  Maho- 
ney  v.  Young,  3  Dana,  588 ;  Lawson  v.  Morton,  6  Dana,  471 ;  Wall  v.  HiU,  7  Dana, 
172;  Waters  v,  Gooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 

•  Summers  v.  Babb,  13  111.  483.  '^  McClanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746. 

B  Lewis  V.  James,  8  Humph.  537.  *  Campbell  v.  Murphj,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 

10  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  3  How.  (Missis.)  360 ;  Markham  v.  Merrett,  7  How. 
(Missis.)  437.  ^ 

II  Barney  V.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901;  Bearers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20;  Springle  v. 
Shields,  17  Ala.  295 ;  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  794. 

1*  Coxe  V.  Higbee,  6  Halst.  395 ;  Van  Dorn  v.  Van  Dom,  2  Penning.  513. 
"  Bowie  V.  Berry,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  452 ;  s.  o.  3  Md.  Oh.  Dec.  359. 
1^  Green  v.  Tennant,  2  Harring.  336. 
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Una/  Iowa,'  Michigan,'  and  New  Hampshire.^  And  in  several  of  the 
States  the  rule  is  established  by  statutory  enactment.^  Decisions 
to  the  same  effect  have  been  made  in  the  courts  of  Virginia;^  bat 
now  by  statute  in  that  State,  it  is  provided,  that  whether  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  widow  be  against  one  claiming  under  an  alienation 
by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  or  against  the  heirs  or  devisees,  or 
their  assigns,  a  recovery  of  dower  shall  be  of  a  third  of  the  estate 
as  it  is  when  the  recovery  is  hadJ  By  a  subsequent  section,  how- 
ever, it  is  declared,  that  on  application  of  one  claiming  under  an 
alienation  made  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  a  court  of  equity 
may  grant  him  relief  from  such  recovery,  on  the  terms  of  his  pay- 
ing to  the  widow,  during  her  life,  lawful  interest  from  the  com- 
mencement of  her  suit,  on  one-third  of  the  value,  at  the  husband's 
death,  of  the  real  estate  so  aliened,  deducting  the  value  of  such 
permanent  improvements  then  existing,  as  may  have  been  made 
(after  the  alienation)  by  the  alienee  or  his  assignees.^ 

24.  In  a  learned  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,^  prepared  after 
careful  examination  of  the  authorities,  the  following  observations 
occur  in  regard  to  the  true  reason  for  the  distinction  taken  between 
the  rights  of  the  alienee  and  of  the  heir,  where  money  or  labor  has 
been  expended  in  improving  the  land.  ^^  It  is  not  quite  so  easy  to 
ascertain  upon  what  ground  the  exception  in  favor  of  purchasers 
was  first  admitted  to  prevail.  The  reason  assigned  in  Lord  Hale's 
manuscripts,  already  cited,^®  (for  it  is  not  assigned  in  the  Year 
Books),  is  not,  as  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  has,  with  great  force 
and  acuteness  shown,^^  a  satisfactory  reason.  Admitting  what  is 
certainly  true,  that  upon  a  feoffment  with  warranty  the  heir  is  not 
bound  to  warrant,  if  he  specially  show  the  matter,  except  according 
to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment ;  this  estab- 


1  Russell  V.  Qee,  2  Mill,  (Con.  Court),  254 ;  Brown  v.  Dancan,  4  M*Cord,  346. 
'  Cornell  v.  BroDsoOi  6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471. 
<  Johnston  t;.  Yandjke,  6  M'Lean,  422. 

*  Johnson  v.  Perley,  2  N.  H.  56,  58. 

K  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  851,  g  7  ;  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  546,  J  7 ;  Stat.  Minn. 
1858,  p.  408,  J  7 ;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  {  7 ;  1  ^V.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  522,  {  19 ; 
2  Rev.  Stat.  Ey.  by  Stanton,  p.  27,  {  10. 

*  Tod  V,  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498 ;  Braxton  v.  Coleman,  6  Call,  433. 
»  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  §  11. 

»  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  476,  J  12. 

*  In  Powell  V.  Hon.  k  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  369. 
w  Ante,  2  6.  ii  Ante,  {  22. 
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lishes  no  more  than  that  a  covenant  of  warranty,  in  construction 
of  law,  extends  only  to  the  recovery  of  such  value.     It  does  not 
touch  the  point,  whether  any  contract  between  third  persons  ought 
to  prejudice  the  right  of  dower,  or  whether  the  tenant  in  dower 
ought  to  be  abridged  of  the  general  rights  which  attach  to  other 
persons  entitled  to  the  freehold.     If  there  be  no  warranty  upon  the 
alienation,  there  is  no  pretence  to  say,  that  that  fact  could  operate 
as  a  just  bar  to  dower,  because  the  feoffee  could  not  recover  over. 
How,  then,  can  the  case  be  varied  by  the  fact,  that  there  is  a  war- 
ranty to  a  limited  extent  and  value  *i    Nor  can  the  exception  be 
explained  by  considering  the  improvements  as  not  falling  within  the 
dowable  estate,  not  being  part  of  any  lands  or  tenements  which 
were  the  husband's  at  any  time  during  the  coverture,  for  that  is 
equally  true  of  improvements  by  the  heir.     I  do  not  find  that  in 
respect  to  purchasers,   any  distinction  is  admitted,  whether  the 
improvements  are  made  with  or  without  notice  of  the  right  to  dower, 
or  before  or  after  the  husband's  death.^     And  yet  if  the  improve- 
ments are  made  after  the  husband's  death,  with  knowledge  of  the 
right  of  dower,  it  is  as  much  the  folly  of  the  purchaser  to  build 
without  assigning  dower,  as  it  would  be  of  the  heir.     The  only  dif- 
ference is,  that  the  heir  must  be  presumed  to  know  whether  there 
are  other  lands  sufficient  for  the  dower;  the  purchaser  may- not. 
The  rule  may  have  originated,  as  has  been  supposed,  in  the  policy 
of  promoting  the  prosperity  of  the  country,  by  encouraging  improve- 
ments in  agriculture  and  building ;  though  so  wise  and  philosophical 
a  spirit  seems  scarcely  to  belong  to  so  early  an  age,  fettered  with 
feudal  tenures  and  military  services.     The  anxiety  to   promote 
alienations  and  subinfeudations,  and  thus  to  disentangle  inheritances 
from  some  of  their  numerous  burthens,  may  have  induced  the  courts 
to  adopt  the  rule  as  founded  in  general  justice.     Be  this  as  it  may, 
it  is  now  admitted  to  constitute  a  fixed  maxim  of  the  common  law; 
and  in  all  the  American  cases  in  which  it  has  been  brought  into 
controversy,  its  obligatory  force  has  been  fully  established." 

25.  A  purchaser  under  execution  occupies  the  same  position  in 
regard  to  improvements  made  by  him,  as  if  the  premises  had  been 
conveyed  by  deed  directly  from  the  husband.^ 

26.  But  if  the  husband  make  a  conveyance  upon  condition,  and 

1  See  ante,  J  17. 

>  Ajrer  v.  Spring,  9  Mass.  8  ;  Sammersv.  Babb,  13  111.  483 ;  McGlanahan  v.  Porter, 
lO'MiflSO.  746. 
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the  grantee  afterwards  improve  the  lands,  and  the  estate  of  the  lat- 
ter is  then  defeated  by  entry  of  the  husband  for  a  breach  of  the 
condition,  the  husband  thereby  becomes  seized  of  his  former  estate/ 
and  his  widow  will  be  entitled  to  dower  of  the  improyements  as  well 
as  of  the  lands.  The  grantee  in  such  case  has  no  reasonable  ground 
of  complaint,  since  it  was  his  own  folly  and  imprudence  to  make 
improvements  upon  lands  which  he  held  by  so  uncertain  a  tenure.^ 
And  the  same  rule  holds  with  respect  to  improvements  by  one  who 
has  disseized  the  husband.' 

Date  of  the  alietiatian. 

27.  Where  the  husband  conveys  by  absolute  deed,  the  date  of 
its  execution  and  delivery  fixes  the  period  of  the  alienation.  If 
he  mortgage  the  land,  and  afterwards  release  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, the  time  of  the  release  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  time  of  alien- 
ation.^ If  he  give  a  title-bond,  conditioned  for  a  conveyance  on 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  deliver  possession,  and  after- 
wards the  purchase-money  is  paid,  and  a  title  obtained  by  the  pur- 
chaser, the  date  of  the  bond  must  be  considered  the  period  at  which 
the  interest  of  the  husband  was  determined.'^  In  a  case  where  the 
husband,  by  contract,  sold  a  parcel  of  land,  and  agreed  to  deliver 
possession  and  execute  title  on  a  certain  day  upon  payment  of  the 
purchase-money — but  died  before  the  time  fixed — and  his  widow 
continued  to  occupy  a  portion  of  the  premises  for  several  years, 
and  until  her  dower  was  assigned;  it  was  held,  that  the  purchaser 
was  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of  a  sum  equal  to 
one-third  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  until 
the  death  of  the  dowress,  on  his  securing  its  ultimate  payment 
without  interest,  by  a  lien  on  the  land.^ 

Mode  of  enforcing  a  claim  for  improvements. 

28.  If  the  purchaser  would  avail  himself  of  the  circumstance 

1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xiv.,  II  3-5. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  350. 

»  Perk.  J  328  ;  1  Roper,  fl.  k  W.  by  Jacob,  350.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xiv.,  {  2. 

^  Hale  V,  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258.  The  widow  is  dowable  of  improyements  made 
by  the  husband  as  mortgagor.  Ibid. ;  Purrington  v.  Pierce,  38  Maine,  447 ;  4  Kent, 
66.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxviii.,  {  28 ;  ch.  zxix.,  \  43. 

B  V^ilson  V.  Oatman,  2  Blackf.  223.  In  this  case,  the  title  was  obtained  after  the 
husband's  death.     See  vol.  L,  ch.  xxviii.,  }]  I5>21. 

•  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295. 
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that  the  lands  have  been  increased  in  value  by  improvements  made 
since  the  alienation,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  put  his  claim 
upon  the  record  by  a  proper  plea  or  suggestion,  and  not  controvert 
the  right  of  the  demandant  to  dower.^  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts, 
iaane  was  taken  on  the  demandant's  marriage  and  on  her  husband's 
seizin,  and  the  court  said:^  ^^  As  to  the  improvements,  the  question 
is  not  open  to  the  tenant  upon  these  pleadings.  The  demandant 
might  have  been  restrained  to  the  value  of  the  land  as  it  was  at 
the  time  of  the  extent  of  the  execution  against  the  husband ;  but 
we  can  not,  from  these  pleadings  understand  that  any  improve- 
ments have  been  made  since  that  time,  or  of  what  nature  or  value, 
to  be  excluded  from  the  judgment  to  be  rendered."  In  another 
case^  in  the  same  State,  where  the  tenant,  who  was  a  purchaser, 
pleaded  that  he  could  not  deny  the  right  of  the  demandant  to  be 
endowed,  but  that  he  had  made  improvements  on  the  land,  and 
that  he  had  always  been  ready  to  render  to  the  demandant  her 
reasonable  dower,  according  to  her  just  rights  in  respect  to  the 
increased  value  of  the  land,  and  that  on  such  a  day  he  assigned  a 
third  part  of  the  land,  in  the  condition  in  which  it  was  at  the  time 
of  the  alienation,  by  metes  and  bounds;  and  prayed  that  the 
increased  value  might  be  inquired  of;  upon  demurrer,  it  was  held, 

1  Stearas,  Real  Act  317 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  240.  The  following  form  of  a 
plea  in  Buch  case  has  been  adopted  in  Massachusetto :  And  the  said  A.  comes  and 
sajs,  that  he  can  not  denj  the  action  aforesaid  of  the  said  M.,  nor  bat  that  the  said 
M.  ought  to  be  endowed  of  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  of 
the  endowment  of  the  said  J.  S.,  heretofore  the  husband  of  the  said  M.  But  the 
said  A.  saySj  that  the  said  J.  S.  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the,  &c.,  by  his  deed  of 
that  date,  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  for  a  valuable  consideration  therein 
mentioned,  granted,  bargained,  and  sold  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  th#  appurte- 
nances, to  one  J.  N.  in  fee  simple ;  which  estate  of  the  said  J.  N.  in  the  said  tene- 
ments, with  the  appurtenances,  the  said  A.  now  has.  And  the  said  A.  further  says, 
that  the  said  tenements,  since  the  conyeyance  thereof  by  the  said  J.  S.  to  the  said 
J.  K.  as  aforesaid,  have  been  greatly  improved  and  tnereased  in  value  by  the  said  J.  N., 
and  those  who  have  held  the  said  tenements  under  him,  and  especially  by  him  the 
said  A.,  and  that  he  hat  alwat/t  been  ready^  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  J. 
S.,  and  yet  is  ready  to  render  to  the  said  M.  her  reasonable  dower  in  the  said  tene- 
ments, with  the  appurtenances,  according  to  the  just  rights  of  the  said  M.,  in  respect 
of  the  improvements  and  increased  value  thereof,  as  aforesaid.  And  the  said  A. 
prays  that  the  improvements  and  increased  value  of  the  said  tenements,  made  as 
aforesaid,  may  be  inquired  of,  in  such  manner  as  the  court  here  shall  consider,  &c. 
Stearns,  Real  Act  App.,  No.  86. 

>.Ayerv.  Spring,  10  Mass.  80.  See  s.  o.  9  Mass.  8,  and  Taylor  v.  Brodrick, 
1  Dana,  345 ;  post,  2  32. 

*  Steams  v.  Swift,  8  Pick.  632. 
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that  the  tenant's  plea,  aa  a  plea  in  bar,  was  bad;  and  that  it  mnst 
be  construed  as  an  admission  of  the  demandant's  right  to  recover 
dower  according  to  the  value  of  the  estate  at  the  time  of  the  alien- 
ation, and  a  denial  of  her  right  to  be  endowed  of  the  improvements. 
29.  In  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Humphrey  v,  Phinney,^  one  of 
the  pleas  interposed,  was  to  the  effect  that  the  lands  had  been  con- 
veyed by  the  husband ;  that  valuable  improvements  had  been  made 
thereon  subsequently  to  the  conveyance ;  and  that  since  the  death 
of  the  husband,  the  defendant  had  been,  and  was  still  ready,  to  set 
off  one-third  of  the  premises  in  value,  as  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance. To  this  plea  there  was  a  general  demurrer;  and  in  disposing 
of  the  questions  arising  thereon,  Kent,  G.  J.,  said:  ^^We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  fact  of  tout  temps  prist  is  well  pleaded.  Such  a 
plea  is  according  to  precedents  in  cases  where  the  tenant  wishes  to 
preclude  the  demandant  from  her  claim  to  damages.^  She  would 
not  be  entitled  to  any  in  the  present  case,  as  the  husband  did  not 
die  seized;  but  the  plea  is  proper,  in  order  that  the  demandant 
may  be  obliged  to  take  her  judgment  specially,  according  to  the 
tender.  The  general  judgment  that  she  recover  seizin  of  a  third 
part  of  the  premises  according  to  the  count,  might,  perhaps,  pre- 
clude the  tenant  from  the  benefit  of  the  valuation  for  which  he 
contends.  Instead  of  demurring,  she  ought  to  have  prayed  for 
judgment  accordmg  to  the  tender."  This  ruling  was  affirmed  in 
Allan  V.  Smith.'  But  these  cases,  while  sustaining  the  sufficiency 
of  a  plea  of  tout  temps  prists  in  the  form  above  indicated,  do  not 
determine  that  the  claim  for  improvements  may  not  be  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  court  in  some  other  form.  On  the  contrary, 
it  was  held  in  Dolf  t;.  Basset,^  that  the  value  of  the  improvements 
may  be  ascertained,  either  by  the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue, 
or  by  the  sheriff  on  the  writ  of  seizin,  or  by  a  writ  of  inquiry,  founded 
on  proper  suggestions.  And  the  court  add:  ^^In  this  case,  as  the 
issues  have  been  already  tried,  recourse  must  be  had  to  one  of  the 
two  latter  modes  above  suggested."  Subsequently,  in  the  case  (^ 
Yates  t;.  Paddock,'^  it  was  suggested,  that  proof  to  reduce  the  dower 
to  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation,  should  be  given  to  the  com- 
missioners on  making  the  admeasurement,  and  not  in  the  action.* 

^  Humphrey  v.  Phinnej,  2  John.  484. 

*  Co.  Litt.  32  h. ;  Rast.  Ent.  236  b.,  237  a.    See  post,  ch.  zxt. 

<  Allan  V,  Smith,  1  Cow.  180,  188.  «  Dolf  «.  Basset,  15  John.  21. 

6  Yates  V.  Paddock,  10  Wend.  528. 

*  See,  also,  Leonard  v.  Steele,  4  Barb.  20 ;  Parks  v.  Hardej,  4  Bradf.  15. 
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80.  In  New  Jersey,  a  plea  ^^  that  the  demandant  ought  not  to 
have  one-third  part  of  the  lands,  because  they  were  alienated  from 
the  husband,  who  ceased  to  have  seizin  of  them  in  his  lifetime,  and 
afterwards,  in  his  lifetime,  the  defendant  made  great  and  valuable 
improvements  thereon,"  was  held  bad,  and  ordered  to  be  stricken 
out.^  The  court  declared  that  the  matter  set  up  in  the  plea  con- 
stituted no  bar  to  the  action.  ^^It  is,"  they  said,  ^^  only  ground 
for  an  application  after  judgment,  to  the  equity  of  the  court.  Not 
to  impugn  the  judgment  or  execution,  but  to  direct  the  sheriff  or 
his  inquest."  But  it  has  been  determined  in  Kentucky,  that  if  the 
tenant  rely  on  his  improvement  of  the  property,  he  must  plead  it.' 

81.  In  regard  to  the  mode  of  ascertaining  whether  the  lands  in 
which  dower  is  demanded  have  been  rendered  more  valuable  by  the 
improvements  of  the  tenant  after  the  alienation  of  the  husband, 
Mr.  Stearns  says:'  ^'Probably  no  settled  practice  exists  in  our 
courts  upon  the  subject.  Perhaps  the  most  correct,  as  well  as  the 
most  convenient  method,  would  be,  (after  the  proper  allegation  and 
request  has  been  put  upon  the  record  by  the  tenant,)  to  have  the 
increased  value  found  by  the  jury,  at  the  bar  of  the  court,  in  the 
manner  of  the  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  improvements  made 
by  the  tenant,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  in  writs  of  entry. 
Or,  with  the  assent  of  the  parties,  it  might,  perhaps,  be  more  con- 
veniently determined  by  an  assessor ,  named  by  them,  or  by  the 
court."  Chancellor  Kent,  in  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,^  says  that 
the  value,  independent  of  the  improvements,  must  be  ascertained 
after  judgment,  either  by  the  sheriff,  on  the  writ  of  seizin,  or  by  a 
writ  of  inquiry,  founded  on  the  suggestion  of  the  demandant;  but 
he  avoided  giving  any  opinion  as  to  the  proper  course  of  the  sub- 
sequent proceeding.  In  discussing  the  point  in  Dolf  t;.  Basset,^  the 
court  remarked :  '^  It  has  been  settled  by  this  court,  that  dower  is 
to  be  taken  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  alien- 
ation. But  in  what  manner,  and  at  what  time  that  value  is  to  be 
ascertained,  has  not  been  decided.  It  is  barely  hinted  at  in  the 
case  of  .Humphrey  v,  Phinney,  and  the  books  do  not  furnish  us 
with  much  light  on  the  subject.  As  it  is  an  inquiry  growing,  in 
some  measure,  out  of  the  statute,  the  court  has  an  unquestionable 
right  to  adopt  such  practice  as  shall  seem  most  expedient.     This 

1  Coze  V.  Higbee,  6  Halst.  395.  '  Taylor  v,  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345. 

*  Stearns,  Real  Act.  317.  ^  Humphrej  v.  Phinney,  2  John.  484;  ante,  {19. 

»  Dolf  V.  Basset,  15  John.  21. 
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value  can  only  be  ascertained  in  *one  of  three  ways :  either  by  the 
jury  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  or  by  the  sheriff  on  the  writ  of 
seizin,  or  by  a  writ  of  inquiry  founded  on  proper  suggestions; 
either  of  which  would  probably  be  unexceptionable."^  In  Yates  r. 
Paddock,^  Nelson,  J.,  said:  ^^By  the  Revised  Statutes,  vol.  2,  p. 
806,  §  22,  the  defendant,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover 
dower,  may  plead  the  general  issue  in  the  form  there  stated,  and 
by  §  23,  may  give  in  evidence  any  matter,  which,  if  pleaded  in  the 
former  action  of  dower,  would  bar  the  plaintiff.  Under  this  sec- 
tion, if  it  were  now  as  formerly,  necessary  for  the  security  of  the 
defendant's  rights  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  to  show  upon  the  trial  the 
alienation  of  the  husband  in  his  lifetime  and  tender  according  to 
value  at  that  time,  in  order  to  limit  the  extent  of  the  recovery, 
evidence  of  the  facts  might  be  given  under  the  plea  of  the  general 
issue,  within  the  spirit  of  this  provision.  It  would  not  be  neces- 
sary, if  admissible,  to  plead  them.  The  judgment,  however,  would 
be  the  same  as  when  the  matter  was  pleaded,  and  which  was  for 
the  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  the  tender.  But  it  is  not  now  essen- 
tial, or  even  proper,  to  go  into  evidence  on  the  trial,  in  order  to 
determine  whether  the  husband  aliened  during  his  lifetime,  or  not, 
as  that  fact,  and  consequently  a  tender  of  one-third  of  the  value  of 
the  premises  at  that  time  are  wholly  immaterial,  for  it  will  be  seen 
from  the  cases  referred  to,  that  the  plea  of  tender  was  material 
only  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  recovery  to  the  value  at  the 
time  of  alienation,  and  not  to  defeat  the  action.'  The  2  B.  S.  490, 
§  13,  provides  that  the  commissioners  appointed  to  admeasure  dower 
shall  take  into  view  any  permanent  improvements  made  upon  the 
premises  out  of  which  dower  has  been  or  is  sought  to  be  recovered 
since  the  alienation  thereof  by  the  husband.  The  defendant,  there- 
fore, now  can  avail  himself  of  proof  before  the  commissioners  to 
reduce  the  dower  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  alienation, 
which  it  was  formerly  necessary  to  make,  or  the  fact  may  be  establish- 
ed by  plea  before  judgment.  The  action  now  tries  only  the  right  to 
dower;  the  extent  or  measure  of  it  is  settled  by  the  commissioners." 
32.  In  Kentucky,  the  facts  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  who  deter- 
mine what  portion  of  the  property,  in  its  improved  state,  will  be 

1  To  the  same  effect,  Shaw  v.  White,  13  John.  179.    See,  also,  Coxe  v,  Higbee, 
6  Halst.  396  ;  cited  in  preceding  section. 

*  Vates  V.  Paddock,  10  Wend.  528. 

*  Humphrey  v.  Phinoej,  2  John.  484;  Allan  v.  Smith,  1  Cow.  188. 


CH.   XXII.]        ASSIGNMENT  AS  AGAINST   AN  ALIENEE.  585 

equivalent  to  one-third  without  the  improvements ;-  for  which,  to  be 
allotted  by  metes  and  bounds  by  the  sheriff,  the  widow  will  have 
judgment.^  ^'Had  the  lots,  or  any  of  them,*'  said  the  court,  in  the 
case  cited,  ''been  enhanced  in  value  by  the  appellant,  as  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  husband,  it  was  his  duty  to  aver  that  fact,  and  thus 
have  shown,  that  the  appellee  was  not  entitled  to  as  much  as  she 
claimed.  Had  he  filed  an  appropriate  plea  for  that  purpose,  and 
the  appellee  had  not  replied  to  it,  the  judgment  should  have  been 
according  to  the  plea ;  or  had  an  issue  of  fact  been  concluded,  a 
jury  should  have  been  impannelled  to  try  it,  and  should  have  ascer- 
tained, from  proof,  the  value  of  each  lot  as  unimproved,  and  the 
value  of  each  as  improved,  (since  the  alienation  from  the  husband), 
and  thus  fixed  the  true  standard  for  admeasurement  of  dower ; — 
for  example,  if  they  found  that  a  lot  had  been  improved  by  the 
appellant,  as  a  bond  fide  alienee  from  the  appellee's  husband,  and 
had  ascertained  that,  without  such  improvement,  it  would  be  worth 
one  thousand  dollars,  but  that,  as  thus  improved,  it  was  worth  two 
thousand  dollars,  the  appellee  should  be  endowed  of  one-sixth, 
instead  of  one-third,  and  the  judgment  should  be,  that  the  sheriff 
assign  to  her,  by  proper  metes  and  bounds,  one-sixth  in  value  of 
the  land  so  improved — equal  to  one-third  without  such  improvement. 
The  proportion  of  value  to  be  allotted  for  dower ^  must  be  fixed  by 
the  judgment;  and  whenever  it  shall  be  less  than  one-third,  in  con- 
sequence of  improvements,  it  should  be  ascertained  in  court,  upon 
a  proper  issue,  or  in  consequence  of  an  appropriate  plea."^ 

83.  Some  courts  have  suggested,  that  if  practicable,  the  assign- 
ment should  be  so  made  as  to  include  in  the  share  of  the  tenant, 
his  own  improvements.' 

1  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345. 

s  In  the  case  of  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,  6  McLean,  422, 430,  in  Michigan,  the  verdict 
of  the  jary  contained  a  finding  "that  in  1816,  (the  date  of  the  alienation),  the  farm 
(in  which  dower  was  claimed)  was  worth  but  $1,800  ;  that  it  has  been  improved  by 
its  various  proprietors,  to  the  amount  of  $8,000,  and  is  now  worth  $40,000,  inclusive 
of  these  improvements."  VITilkins,  J.,  said,  (p.  435) :  "  The  commissioners  (to  make 
admeasurement)  inspect  the  premises,  determine  their  value,  and  set  off  one-third 
of  the  same  to  the  widow.  So  much,  then,  of  the  special  verdict  as  finds  the  value 
of  the  land  in  1816,  and  in  1850,  is  immaterial,  as  unnecessary.  The  issue  for  the 
jury  was,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  dower,  and  their  finding  the 
marriage  and  seizin  and  death  of  the  husband,  and  demand  of  dower,  comprehended 
their  entire  duty.  It  is  for  the  commissioners  to  admeasure  the  value  of  the  pre- 
mises."   See  post,  2  34. 

'  Coates  V.  Cheever,  1  Cow.  460 ;  Leggett  v,  Steele,  4  Wash.  G.  G.  305.  See  2 
Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y,  p.  490,  2  13,  directing  this  to  be  done. 
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84.  In  providing  a  method  for  ascertaining  the  extent  and  value 
of  the  improvements,  it  is  obvious  that  care  should  be  taken  not  to 
deprive  the  parties  of  the  privilege  of  adducing  evidence  on  the 
subject  of  the  claim,  according  to  the  established  usages  and  rules 
of  the  law.  In  this  country, — particularly  in  our  large  and  growing 
cities,— changes  in  the  ownership  of  real  estate  are  of  frequent 
occurrence,-and  improvements  involving  large  expenditures  of  money 
are  constantly  being  made.  Sometimes  old  buildings  are  taken  down 
and  new  ones  erected  iii  their  stead ;  sometimes  a  portion  of  the 
old  structure  is  retained  and  incorporated  with  the  new.  As  a  con- 
sequence of  these  mutations,  it  becomes  exceedingly  difficult  in 
many  cases,  ^fter  the  lapse  of  years,  to  show  satisfactorily  the  true 
condition  of  the  property  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  at  the  period 
of  the  husband's  alienation,  and  a  resort  to  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses is  absolutely  essential  to  the  administration  of  justice.  It  is 
important,  also,  that  a  full  opportunity  be  afforded  for  cross-exami- 
nation, that  the  usual  tests  in  ascertaining  the  knowledge,  and 
means  of  knowledge,  of  the  witness,  may  be  applied.  In  some  of 
the  States,  it  appears  to  be  the  practice  simply  to  direct  in  the 
order  to  commissioners  for  the  assignment  of  dower,  that  they 
exclude  from  their  estimate  of  value,  all  improvements  made  after 
the  husband  parted  with  his  title,  thus  devolving  upon  the  commis- 
sioners the  duty  and  responsibility  of  inquiring  into  and  determin- 
ing, witC  the  aid  of  such  evidence  as  may  be  accessible  to  them,  and 
without  hearing  the  formal  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties, 
questions  which  are  frequently  of  the  highest  importance.  The 
proper  course  would  seem  to  be,  as  determined  in  the  case  in  Ken- 
tucky, to  settle  all  controverted  questions  in  regard  to  alleged 
improvements,  before  the  writ  or  order  for  the  assignment  of  dower 
goes  out ;  and  to  carry  into  the  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court,  a 
clear  and  definite  finding  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  value  of  the 
land  has  been  enhanced  thereby. 

Increase  in  value  arising  from  extrinsic  causes. 

35.  Under  the  doctrine  of  the  English  courts,  which  entitles  the 
widow  to  dower  according  to  the  value  of  the  lands  at  the  death  of 
her  husband,  or  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,^  it  follows  that  she 


1  Ante,  l\  5,  8-1*7. 


CH.   XXII.]        ASSIGNMENT  AS  AGAINST  AN  ALIBNEB.  587 

not  only  receives  the  benefit  of  all  improvementB  made,  but  also  of 
the  increased  value,  if  any,  arising  from  other  causes.  In  the  latter 
particular,  the  law  in  most  of  the  American  States,  corresponds 
with  that  of  England. 

36.  The  point  seems  to  have  been  first  noticed  by  Chief  Justice 
Parsons,  in  the  case  of  Gore  v.  Brazier.^  After  stating  that  the 
improvements  of  the  purchaser  were  protected  against  the  claim  of 
dower,  the  chief  justice,  proceeded:  ^^If  the  lands  have  greatly 
risen  in  value,  not  from  any  improvements  made  upon  them,  nor 
from  the  discovery  of  any  new  sources  of  profit,  but  from  extrinsic 
causes,  as  the  increase  of  commerce  or  population,  it  may  be  a  ques- 
tion whether  on  the  extendi  ai  valentiam  the  lands  to  be  r<3covered 
in  recompense  would  be  valued  at  the  increased  price,  so  that  the 
quantity  might  be  proportionably  reduced.  This  is  here  a  question 
of  mere  curiosity,  unless  it  should  be  considered  as  relating  to  the 
lands  to  be  assigned  to  the  widow  for  her  dower.  If  the  husband, 
during  the  coverture,  had  aliened  a  real  estate  in  a  commercial 
town,  and  at  his  death  the  rents  had  trebled  from  various  causes 
unconnected  with  any  improvements  of  the  estate,  and  the  widow 
should  then  sue  for  her  dower,  perhaps  it  would  be  difficult  for  the 
purchaser  to  maintain  that  one  ninth  part  only,  and  not  one  third 
part,  should  be  assigned  to  her.*' 

37.  The  foregoing  case,  however,  did  not  call  for  a  determination 
of  the  question  thus  incidentally  discussed ;  but  it  subsequently 
came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  and  it  was  held 
by  that  court,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
increased  value  arising  from  extrinsic  causes.'  In  the  case  referred 
to,  the  premises  in  which  dower  was  claimed,  were  situate  in  the 
city  of  Pittsburgh,  and  had  been  improved  by  the  purchaser,  and 
had  also  greatly  increased  in  value  by  the  growth  of  the  city  and 
other  causes  distinct  from  any  buildings  or  improvements  made  by 
him.  The  opinion  was  delivered  by  Tilghman,  C.  J.,  who  said : 
"  So  far  as  concerns  improvements  made  by  the  alienee,  it  is  agreed 
that  the  tenant  shall  be  protected  from  this  hardship ;  but  as  to 
any  value  which  may  chance  to  arise  from  the  gradually  increasing 
prosperity  of  the  country,  and  not  from  the  labor  or  money  of  the 
alienee,  it  would  be  hard  indeed  upon  the  widow,  if  she  were  pre- 


1  Gore  V.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523,  544. 

>  Thompson  o.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  k  B.  289.    See  ante, }  21. 
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eluded  from  taking  her  share  of  it.  She  runs  the  risk  of  any 
deterioration  of  the  estate,  which  maj  arise  either  from  pablic  mid- 
fortune,  or  the  negligence^  or  even  the  voluntary  act  of  the  alienee  ;^ 
for  although  he  destroy  the  buildings  erected  by  the  husband,  the 
widow  has  no  remedy,  nor  can  she  recover  any  more  than  one-third 
of  the  land  as  she  finds  it  at  the  death  of  her  husband."  After 
noticing  some  of  the  authorities  relating  to  improvements  by  the 
alienee,  the  chief  justice  proceeded:  '^But  even  granting  that  the 
tenant  who  vouches  the  heir,  can  recover  from  him  only  according 
to  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation,  this  being  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  warranty,  the  wife  of  the  feoffor,  who  is  no  party 
to  the  warranty,  ought  not  to  be  injured  by  it.  So  far  as  her  rights 
are  concerned,  she  ought  not  to  be  affected,  but  by  those  reasons  of 
policy  and  justice  which  apply  to  her  case ;  reasons  which  extend 
only  to  improvements  made  by  the  feoffee.  As  the  Year  Books  are 
principally  relied  on,  by  those  who  contend  that  the  widow  is  to 
recover  according  to  the  precise  value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation, 
I  endeavored  to  trace  the  subject  through  those  books,  but  met 
with  great  difficulty,  from  the  imperfection  of  the  printed  editions. 
I  believe  I  have  seen  all  which  have  ever  been  printed.  ...  I  have 
found  no  adjudged  case  in  the  Year  Books  confining  the  widow  to 
the  value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation  by  her  husband,  where  the 
question  did  not  arise  on  improvements  made  after  the  alienation. 
In  our  own  State,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  point  now  in  question 
has  been  decided,  although  I  have  certainly  considered  the  general 
understanding  to  be,  that  the  widow  should  have  the  advantage  of 
all  increase  of  value,  not  arising  from  improvements  made  after  the 
alienation." 

88.  The  rule  above  laid  down  was  adopted  by  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
after  an  elaborate  review  of  the  authorities,  in  the  case  of  Powell  v. 
Monson  &  Brimfield  Manufacturing  Company.^  The  learned  judge, 
in  his  opinion  in  that  case,  referred  in  terms  of  commendation  to 
the  reasoning  of  C.  J.  Tilghman  in  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  and  thus 
concluded :  ^'  This  doctrine  appears  to  me  to  stand  upon  solid  prin- 
ciples, and  the  general  analogies  of  the  law.  If  the  land  has,  in 
the  intermediate  period,  risen  in  value,  she  receives  the  benefit;  if 
it  has  depreciated,  she  sustains  the  loss.'     Her  title  is  consummate 


1  Post,  il  46-49. 

s  PoweU  V.  Moa.  k  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347.  >  Post,  22  46-49. 
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by  her  husband's  death,  and,  in  the  langaage  of  Lord  Coke,  that 
Hitle  is  to  the  quantity  of  the  land,  viz.,  one  just  third  part.'  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  value  of  the  land  has  increased  solely  from 
the  improvements  made  upon  it,  and  without  those  improvements 
it  would  have  remained  of  the  same  value  as  at  the  time  of  the 
alienation,  the  old  value,  and  not  the  improved  value,  is  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.  For  practical  purposes,  it  is  impossible 
to  make  any  distinction  between  the  value  of  the  improvements 
and  the  value  resulting  from  the  improvements ;  between  improve- 
ments which  operate  on  a  part  of  the  land,  and  those  which  operate 
upon  the  whole.  Upon  the  whole,  my  judgment  is,  that  the  dower 
must  be  adjudged  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  in  controversy 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  excluding  all  the  increased  value 
from  the  improvements  actually  made  upon  the  premises  by  the 
alienees ;  leaving  to  the  dowress  the  full  benefit  of  any  increase  of 
value  arising  from  circumstances  unconnected  with  those  improve- 
ments." 

39.  The  law  is  established  in  conformity  to  the  doctrine  of  these 
cases,  in  Massachusetts,^  Maine,^  Pennsylvania,^  Ohio,^  Indiana,^ 
Kentucky,*  Tennessee,^  Illinois,®  Missouri,'  North  Carolina,^®  New 
Jersey,"  Maryland,"  Delaware,^^  Michigan,^*  and  Mississippi.^* 

1  Gore  V.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523 ;  Steams  v.  Swift,  8  Pick.  532 ;  Powell  v.  Mon.  & 
Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347. 

*  Mosher  v.  Mosher,  15  Maine,  371 ;  Hobbs  v,  Harvey,  16  Maine,  80 ;  Garter  v. 
Parker,  28  Maine,  509 ;  Manning  v.  Laboree,  33  Maine,  343. 

>  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  S.  &  B.  289 ;  Benner  v.  Evans,  3  Penn.  456 ;  Shirtz  v, 
Shirtz,  5  Watts,  255.  See  Winder  v.  Little,  1  Yeates,  152  ,•  Leggett  v,  Steele,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  305. 

«  Dunseth  v.  Bk.  U.  S.,  6  Ohio,  76;  Allen  v.  McCoy,  8  Ohio,  418. 

*  Smith  V.  Addleman,  5  Blackfl  406 ;  Throp  v.  Johnson,  3  Ind.  343.  See  Wilson 
V.  Oatman,  2  Blackf.  223. 

•  •  Dasbiel  v.  Collier,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  601 ;  Taylor  t>.  Brodrick,  1  Dana^  345  [  Law- 
son  V.  Morton,  6  Dana,  471 ;  Wall  v.  Hill,  7  Dana,  172.  See  Waters  v.  Qooch,  6  J. 
J.  Harsh.  586 ;  Mahoney  v.  Young,  3  Dana,  588. 

f  Lewis  V.  James,  8  Humph.  537.  *  Summers  v.  Babb,  13  111.  483. 

*  McClanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746.    ^^  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357. 
11  Coze  V.  Higbee,  6  Halst.  395 ;  Van  Dom  v.  Van  Dorn,  2  Penning.  513. 

^  Bowie  V.  Berry,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  452  ;  s.  o.  3  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  359. 

u  Green  v,  Tennant,  2  Harring.  336. 

^*  Johnston  v.  Vandyke,  6  McLean,  422.  See,  however,  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p. 
851,  i  7;  post,  {45. 

^  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  3  How.  (Missis.)  360 ;  Markham  v.  Merrett,  7  How. 
(Missis.)  437.  See,  also,  the  observations  of  the  court  in  Corriell  v.  Bronson, 
6  Clarke  (Iowa),  471. 
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40.  But  in  New  Yorl^,  the  rule  is  otherwise  settled,  and  the 
widow  is  limited,  in  the  estimate  of  value,  to  the  period  of  the  alien- 
ation.^ The  point  was  not  noticed  in  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,^  bat 
was  discussed  in  Dorchester  v.  Coventry,'  and  the  conclusion  of  the 
court  there  was,  that  no  distinction  could  be  taken  between  improve- 
ments and  the  increased  value  of  the  land.  This  ruling  was  fol- 
lowed in  Shaw  v.  White,*  where  the  court  declared  that  "  the  widow 
does  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  improvements,  or  of  the  increased 
value  or  appreciation  of  the  land;'*  and  in  Allan  v.  Smith,*  where 
a  plea  tendering  dower  in  the  land  at  its  value  when  conveyed  by 
the  husband,  was  sustained. 

41.  Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  opinion  in  the  case  of  Hale  t^.  James,' 
has  the  following  observations  upon  this  subject:  ^*It  might,  pos- 
sibly, be  made  a  question,  whether  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the 
advantage  of  any  increase  in  the  value  of  the  land  by  extrinsic 
causes,  and  not  from  actual  imnrovements,  or  whether  she  was  stUl 
to  have  one-third  of  the  rents,  or  one-third  of  the  land,  or  whether 
the  quantity  of  each  was  to  be  reduced  to  the  value  at  the  time  of 
alienation.  Suppose  a  valuable  mine  of  coal  or  ore,  or  a  valuable 
spring  of  mineral  or  salt  water  should  be  discovered  on  the  land 
subsequent  to  the  alienation ;  or  suppose  some  revolution  in  com- 
merce, or  some  great  internal  improvement,  as  the  line  of  a  canal, 
for  instance,  should  suddenly  increase  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the 
purchaser  a  hundredfold,  would  the  widow  take  her  dower  at  this 
increased  value  ?  I  state  these  points  without  giving  any  opinion 
upon  them,  for  they  do  not  arise  in  this  case."  Judge  Story,  in 
the  case  of  Powell  t;.  Monson  &;  Brimfield  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany,^ after  reviewing  and  approving  the  authorities  which  deny 
to  the  widow  the  value  of  improvements  made  by  the  purchaser, 
and  stating  the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  New  York  cases,  thus  refers 
to  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Kent  in  the  above  case :  '^  That  learned 
judge  went  again  elaborately  into  the  doctrine,  and  adhered  to  the 
rule  already  laid  down,  viz.,  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the 

1  Dorchester  o.  Coventrj,  11  John.  510;  Shaw  v.  White,  13  John.  179;  Dolf  «. 
Basset,  15  John.  21 ;  Allan  v.  Smith,  1  Cow.  180  ;  Walker  v.  Schayler,  10  Wend. 
480 ;  Van  Qelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577  ;  Parks  v.  Hardey,  4  Bradf.  15.  See  Hale 
o.  James,  6  John.  Gh.  258. 

*  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,  2  John.  484.  *  Dorchester  v.  GoTentrj,  m^o. 

*  Shaw  V.  White,  tupra.  »  Allan  o.  Smith,  9upra, 

*  Hale  V.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  258,  261,  (1822). 

f  Powell  V.  Mon.  k  Brimf.  Man.  Co.,  3  Mason,  347,  373 ;  ante,  {  24. 
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alienation,  acting  upon  it  as  a  clear  role  of  the  common  law.  With 
the  most  profound  respect  for  so  great  a  judge,  I  must  be  permitted 
to  doubt  if  there  be  any  such  doctrine  in  the  common  law."  In 
reply  to  this,  the  chancellor,  in  a  note  to  his  Commentaries,  says:^ 
^*I  am  rather  of  the  opinion  that  they  [the  common  law  authorities] 
do  warrant  the  doctrine,  to  the  extent  the  chancellor  meant  to  go, 
Tiz.,  that  the  widow  was  not  to  be  benefited  by  improvements 
mcide  hy  the  alienee.  That  position  does  not  seem  to  be  denied; 
and  in  Hale  v,  James,  as  well  as  in  Humphrey  v.  Phinney,  nothing 
else  was  decided,  for  nothing  else  was  before  the  court.  In  the 
former  case,  the  chancellor  did  not  mean  to  give  any  opinion  on 
the  distinction  between  the  increased  value  arising  from  the  acts 
of  the  purchaser  and  from  collateral  causes;  and  so  he  expressly 
declared."^ 

42.  In  his  Commentaries,  Chancellor  Kent  gives  his  unqualified 
indorsement  to  the  rule  as  established  in  most  of  the  States.  '^  The 
better  and  the  more  reasonable  American  doctrine,"  he  says,'  ^^  I 
apprehend  to  be,  that  the  improved  value  of  the  land  from  which 
the  widow  is  to  be  excluded,  in  the  assignment  of  her  dower,  as 
against  a  purchaser  from  her  husband,  is  that  which  has  arisen  from 

1  4  Kent,  68,  note. 

*  Mr.  Sedgwick,  in  his  work  on  the  '*  Measure  of  Damages/'  says,  (p.  131),  that 
as  to  the  point  of  admeasarement  of  dower,  *^8ome  perplexity  exists;"  and  *'  the 
greatest  authorities  of  American   law,  Chancellor   Kent  and  Judge  Story,  are 
divided,"  since,  he  remarks, ''  the  latter  holds  that  the  widow  shall  have  the  benefit 
of  improvements  made  by  the  heir,  but  not  those  made  by  the  purchaser ;"  while 
"on  the  other  hand,  the  former  declares  it  to  be  the  ancient  and  settled  rule  of  the 
common  law  that  the  widow  takes  her  dower  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at 
the  time  of  its  alienation,  and  not  according  to  its  subsequent  or  improved  value, 
though  he  assented  to  the  right  of  the  dowress  to  be  allowed  for  increased  value 
arising  from  extrinsic  or  general  causes."    Mr.  Rawle,  in  his  work  on  "  Covenants 
for  Title,"  (2d  ed.,  pp.  336,  337,  note,}  thus  explains  this  supposed  contrariety  of 
opinion :  "  On  examination,  however,'it  may  be  doubted  whether  ther#is  any  conflict 
of  authority  as  to  the  rule  itself.    Each  cites  the  opinion  of  the  other  with  appro- 
bation, and  the  only  difference  of  opinion  seems  to  be  as  to  its  source."    After 
qvoting  from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Story  and  fh>m  the  note  of  Chancellor  Kent,  the 
author  adds :  "  There  is,  then,  no  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the  rule,  its  reason,  or 
its  application,  but  merely  as  to  its  source ;  one  learned  judge  being  of  opinion  that 
it  is  derived  from  the  common  law,  and  the  other  that  the  common  law  authorities 
do  not  recognise  it."    Lord  Denman,  it  will  be  remembered,  maintains  that  the 
common  law  gives  to  the  widow  the  advantage  of  all  improvements,  whether  made 
by  the  heir,  or  by  the  alienee ;  and  that  she  is  not  confined  to  the  value  at  the  date 
of  the  alienation.    Ante,  {2  S-17. 

•  4  Kent,  68. 
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the  actual  labor  and  money  of  the  owner,  and  not  from  that  which 
has  arisen  from  extrinsic  or  general  causes."  Notwithstanding  this 
expression  of  opinion,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the  case 
of  Walker  v.  Schuyler,*  adhered  to  the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  cases. 
^^  Whether  the  chancellor  is  correct  or  not  in  this  conclusion," 
remarked  Savage,  G.  J.,  ^^  I  am  not  to  inquire.  It  is  sufficient  for 
mj  purpose  that  in  this  State  the  widow's  rights  have  been  fre- 
quently adjudicated  under  a  statute  like  the  present  statute,  and 
we  are  not  at  liberty  to  depart  from  the  construction  which  has  been 
given  to  it.  I  may,  however,  remark,  that  any  other  rule  than  that 
adopted  by  this  court  would  be  difficult  of  application.  It  is  not 
easy  to  say  how  much  of  the  appreciated  value  has  arisen  from  the 
labor  and  money  expended  upon  the  land.  In  this  very  case,  some 
of  the  witnesses  state  that  the  whole  improved  value  arises  from  the 
improvements  made  upon  the  land  in  question  and  the  other  lands 
in  the  same  portion  of  the  country,  all  of  which  were  of  little  value 
when  this  lot  was  sold  by  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff;  and  they 
say  that  as  this  lot  is  enhanced  in  value  by  improvements  on  the 
adjoining  lots  and  those  in  the  vicinity,  so  those  lots  have  been 
enhanced  in  value  by  the  improvements  on  this ;  and  thus  each  lot 
may  be  said  to  be  enhanced  in  value  by  the  labor  and  money 
expended  upon  it  by  its  own  owner.  This  is  certainly  true  to  a  great 
extent,  if  not  to  the  full  extent  of  the  enhanced  value.  Can  any 
one  say  what  would  have  been  the  present  value  of  the  lot  in  ques- 
tion, if  the  whole  western  part  of  the  State  had  remained  as  it  was 
in  1792  7  and  what  would  the  plaintiff's  dower  be  worth  if  the  whole 
country  was  a  wilderness?  It  must  be  mere  conjecture.  It  is 
certainly  reasonable  that  the  enhanced  value  should  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  those  through  whose  labor  and  sufferings  and  expendi- 
tures the  appreciation  has  been  procured.  If  the  property  has  been 
rendered  more  valuable  by  the  general  improvement  of  the  country, 
the  defendant,  and  not  the  plaintiff^  lias  contributed  to  that  general 
improvement."* 

43.  In  Virginia,  also,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  widow  is  excluded 
from  participation  in  the  advantages  resulting  from  the  growth  in 
value  from  extrinsic  causes.'    This  was  determined  in  Tod  v.  Bay- 


»  Walker  v.  Schuyler,  10  Wend.  480. 

'  See,  also,  Parks  r.  Hardey,  4  Bradf.  15. 

»  But  see  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  4Y5,  g  11  j  p.  476,  {  12  ;  ante,  2  23. 
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lor.^  In  that  case,  the  distinct  question  inyol?ed,  was  upon  an 
objection  to  the  decree  below,  directing  the  dower  to  be  allotted 
according  to  the  value  with  all  the  improvements  made  by  the  pur- 
chaser. The  court  were  unanimous  in  the  reversal  of  the  decree ; 
but  upon  the  question  of  increased  value  from  other  causes,  the 
judges  differed  in  opinion.  Judge  Carr,  (with  whom  Judge  Cabell, 
concurred),  said  that  he  considered  it  ^'  the  clear  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  that  the  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  according  to  the 
improved  value  of  the  land  ;  but  must  take  her  dower  according  to 
the  value  at  the  time  of  the  alienation."'  Judge  Tucker  did  not 
fully  concur  with  the  majority.  "I  think  the  law  very  clear,"  he 
observed,  ^Hhat  in  laying  off  the  dower,  improvements  made  by  the 
purchaser,  should  be  excluded  from  the  estimate,  except  that 
improvement  in  the  productive  character  of  the  soil,  which  arises 
from  the  course  of  husbandry.  In  like  manner  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  accession  of  value,  arising  merely  from  the  progress  of 
society,  and  the  general  progressive  increase  in  the  value  of  the 
lands,  consequent  upon  increasing  wealth  and  population,  can  not 
be  thrown  into  the  scale  of  the  purchaser,  or  diminish  the  quantity 
of  land  to  which  the  widow  will  be  entitled.  But  on  this  point  my 
brethren  differ  from  me."* 

44.  The  same  rule  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  South  Carolina.^ 
In  Alabama,  in  the  case  of  Barney  v,  Frowner,^  the  court  were  in 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  widow  should  be  permitted  to  share  in  the 
increased  value  arising  from  general  causes.  In  Beavers  v.  Smith,* 
she  was  restricted  to  the  value  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the 
alienation.  The  same  rule  was  applied  to  the  case  of  Francis  v, 
Garrard/ 

45.  By  statute  in  Michigan,^  Wisconsin,*  Minnesota,^®  and  Ore- 


1  Tod  V.  Bailor,  4  Leigh,  498. 

'  The  following  authorities  were  cited  bj  the  learned  judge :  Fitzh.  Abr.  tit. 
Dower,  {  192 ;  Perkins,  {  328 ;  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  32  a.,  note  8 ;  1  Rep.  on  Prop.  346  \ 
4  Kent,  64 ;  Humphrej  v.  Phinnej,  2  John.  484 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Oh.  258. 

*  Se«,  also,  Braxton  v.  Coleman,  5  Call,  433  ;  post,  {  44. 

*  Russell  v.  Gee,  2  Mill,  (Con.  Court),  254  ,*  Brown  v.  Duncan,  4  M<Cord,  346. 
^  Bamej  v,  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901. 

*  Beayers  v.  Smith,  1 1  Ala.  20 ;  post,  {  47. 

7  Francis  v.  Ourrard,  18  Ala.  794.  And  see  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295  j 
Thrasher  v.  Pinckard,  23  Ala.  616,  to  the  same  effect. 

>  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  851,  {7.  *  Rey.  SUt  Wis.  1858,  p.  646,  2  7. 

»  StaU  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  {  7. 
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gOD,^  where  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  ont  of  lands  whieli  baye 
been  aliened  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  and  sach  lands  have 
been  enhanced  in  valae  after  the  alienation,  the  estimate  of  yalae 
in  assigning  the  dower,  shall  be  made  according  to  the  valae  of  the 
lands  at  the  time  thej  were  aliened. 

Detertaratian  in  the  hands  of  the  alienee.* 

46.  Upon  this  subject,  Perkins  says  ^  ^^  If  a  man  be  seized  of 
land  in  fee  upon  which  there  is  a  building,  so  that  by  reason  thereof 
the  land  is  worth  four  pence  more  by  the  year,  and  he  takes  a  wife, 
and  enfeoffs  a  stranger,  who  takes  down  the  building,  and  the  feof- 
for dies,  his  wife  shall  have  dower  according  to  the  value  of  the 
land  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  husband ;  and  hath 
not  any  remedy  for  the  taking  away  of  the  building  before  the  death 
of  her  husband,  although  the  building  was  upon  the  same  land  and 
in  the  possession  of  her  husband  during  the  coverture  ;  for  a  wife 
hath  not  right  to  have  possession  of  her  dower  before  the  death  of 
her  husband ;  tamen  quaere  of  this  case."  In  a  note  to  this  sec- 
tion, Mr.  Greening,  observes  :^  ^'  An  authority  upon  this  point  has 
been  sought  in  vain ;  and  Bacon's  Abridgment,  Dower,  B.  5, 
appears  to  be  the  only  book  in  which  it  is  at  all  noticed ;  but  the 
law  seems  to  be  as  stated  in  the  text ;  for  it  is  clear  that  if  the 
buildings  had  been  pulled  down  by  the  husband,  the  wife  could  have 
claimed  nothing  in  respect  of  them ;  and  this  privilege,  it  is  appre- 
hended, must  be  transferred  with  the  estate.  And  there  is  no  right 
without  a  remedy ;  but,  as  stated,  the  wife  has  no  means  of  recover- 
ing the  value  of  the  buildings  against  the  feoffee,  therefore  she  has 
no  right.  The  right  to  dower,  too,  as  implied  in  the  text,  is  inchoate 
only  during  the  husband's  life,  and  not  consummate  till  his  death, 
when  (in  the  case  put)  the  buildings  were  not  in  existence." 

47.  Upon  the  authority  of  Perkins,  Mr.  Jacob  lays  it  down  as 
the  rule,'  that  "if  the  husband  during  the  coverture,  aliens  the  land, 
and  the  alienee  impairs  the  value,  as  by  taking  down  buildings,  it 
seems  that  the  wife  is  only  entitled  to  be  endowed  according  to  the 
value  at  the  time  of  her  husband's  death."     But  he  adds  :*  '*If  the 


1  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,  ]  7.  *  See  ante,  ch.  xzL,  2}  35,  36. 

>  Perk.  {  329.  «  Perk.  15th  ed.  {  329,  note. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  by  Jacob,  350.  See,  also,  Park,  Dow.  257. 
•  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  350,  note. 
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alienee  impairs  the  yalue  afUr  the  hnshand's  death,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  the  widow  would  be  entitled  to  have  her  dower 
assigned  according  to  the  yalue  at  that  time.  For  she  would  other- 
wise have  no  compensation  for  the  diminution,  as  she  does  not,  in  this 
case,  recover  damages  in  dower."  Mr.  Bright  considers,^  that  if  ^4t 
should  be  held  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  improve- 
ments made  bj  the  alienee  after  her  husband's  death,  it  see^is  hardly 
reasonable  that  she  should  have  compensation  for  diminution  in 
value."'  These  observations  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  applicable 
to  those  States  which  deny  to  the  widow  the  benefit  of  the  improve- 
ments of  the  alienee.  In  a  case'  in  Alabama,  where  a  dilapidated 
mill  upon  the  premises  was  torn  down  by  a  purchaser  from  the 
husband,  and  a  new  and  expensive  structure  erected  in  its  stead,  it 
was  held,  that  the  widow  of  the  grantor  was  not  entitled  to  any 
share  of  the  improvements,  and  that  her  dower  should  be  set  out 
with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  aliena- 
tion, though  the  destruction  of  the  old  mill  afforded  a  proper  case 
for  compensation  to  the  widow  by  a  court  of  equity.^ 

48.  In  the  United  States,  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Perkins,' 
that  the  widow  has  no  remedy  for  waste  committed  by  the  alienee 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  seems  to  be  generally  acquiesced 
in.'  And  the  rule  is  the  same  as  to  any  diminution  in  value  before 
the  assignment  of  dower,  proceeding  from  natural  causes  J  In  the 
case  of  Braxton  v.  Coleman,'  the  estate  sold  by  the  husband  had  a 
mill  standing  upon  it  which  was  subsequently  carried  away  and 
another  built  in  its  stead.  Afterwards  a  third  mill  upon  -  a  more 
extensive  plan  was  erected.  It  was  held,  that  the  widow  was  dow- 
able  of  the  land  only,  and  not  of  the  mill. 

49.  In  New  York,  as  we  have  seen,'  the  period  of  the  alienation 
is  taken  as  the  date  at  which  the  value  of  the  premises  is  to  be 
estimated  in  assigning  the  dower.  And  it  seems,  as  a  result  of 
this  rule,  that  no  depreciation  occurring  after  that  time  can  diminish 


1  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  386,  pL  89.  *  See  ante,  ch.  zzi.,  \\  36,  36. 

>  Beaven  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20.  «  1  Washb.  B.  P.,  2d  ed«,  239,  240. 

ft  Ante,  i  46. 

•  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  S.  A  R.  289,  291 ;  PoweU  e.  Hon.  A  Brimf.  Man.  Go.,  3 
Mason,  347,  376 ;  Dnnseth  v,  Bk.  U.  S.,  6  Ohio,  76 ;  McGlanahanv.  Porter,  10  Misso. 
746  ;  Braxton  v.  Coleman,  6  CaU,  433 ;  4  Kent,  67 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  237,  239. 

T  Ibid.  '  Braxton  v.  Coleman,  %vfttk, 

•  Ante,  \\  40-^2.    See,  also,  {{  43^5. 
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the  share  of  the  widow.  This  point  was  decided  hj  Chancellor 
Kent,  in  Hale  v.  James.^  In  that  case,  the  lands  had  diminished 
in  value  between  the  date  of  the  convejanoe  by  the  husband  and 
the  period  of  his  death ;  and  it  was  claimed  by  the  purchaser  that 
the  widow  should  take  her  dower  according  to  the  value  at  the  last 
named  date.  ^^If  the  husband  dies  seized,'*  said  the  chancellor, 
^^  the  heir  may  assign  the  dower  when  he  pleases;  and  if  he  neglects 
it,  and  improves  the  land  by  cultivation  or  buildings,  before  the 
assignment,  it  is  his  own  voluntary  act,  with  knowledge  of  his 
rights ;  and  the  widow  takes  the  value  in  that  case,  as  it  is  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment.'  The  rule  is  fixed  and  steady;  and  whether 
the  land  be  improved  in  value,  or  whether  it  be  impaired  in  value,' 
in  the  time  of  the  heir,  the  endowment  is  still  to  be  according  to 
the  value  at  the  time  of  the  assignment.  And  why  should  not  the 
rule  be  equally  fixed  in  the  present  case?  The  purchaser  ought 
not  to  be  exclusively  entitled  to  his  election,  to  take  the  time  from 
the  alienation,  or  from  the  husband's  death,  as  may  best  suit  his 
interest.  It  would  be  very  unreasonable  to  give  that  election  to 
the  purchaser,  and  deny  any  choice  to  the  widow.  The  rule,  to  be 
equal  and  just,  must  be  mutual.  If  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
take  the  period  of  the  husband's  death,  when  the  land  has  depre> 
ciated  since  his  purchase,  the  widow  ought  to  be  entitled  to  take 
the  same  period,  if  the  land  had  risen  in  value.  It  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  the  period  can  be  ambulatory,  at  the  choice  of  the 
purchaser,  and  that  the  widow  shall  have  no  choice  in  the  case. 
But  there  is  no  color  in  the  books  for  the  suggestion,  that  the  time 
is  unsettled,  and  depending  on  the  volition  of  either  party.  It  may 
suit  the  interest  of  the  defendant  to  take  the  period  of  the  hus- 
band's death  in  this  particular  case;  and  perhaps  in  the  very  next 
icase  that  arises,  it  might  equally  suit  his  interest  to  take  the  period 
of  the  alienation  for  the  estimate  of  the  value.  The  rules  of  law, 
are,  however,  not  subject  to  such  alternation ;  and  it  is  settled  from 
time  immemorial,  and  on  principles  of  justice  and  sound  policy, 
that  the  value  of  the  dower,  in  case  of  alienation  by  the  husband, 
is  to  be  taken  at  the  time  of  the  alienation,  and  not  subsequently, 
and  the  rule  is  not  to  be  disturbed  to  suit  the  views  of  one  party.  "^ 

1  Hale  V,  James,  6  John.  Oh.  268. 

«  Ante,  ch.  xxi.,  {{  30-34.  »  Ante,  ch.  xxi.,  {{  35,  36. 

^  See  the  reasoning  of  Lord  Denman,  as  to  the  period  when  the  ?alne  is  to  be 
estimated,  quoted  ante,  JJ  8-17. 
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JSxaneration  of  the  estate  conveyed  where  the  hueband  diee  eeized 

of  other  lande} 

50.  In  the  English  case  of  Grigbj  v.  Oox,'  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
bill  appears  to  have  been  framed  npon  the  idea  that  a  purchaser 
of  part  of  an  estate  which  is  subject  to  dower  has  an  equity  to  have 
the  dower  turned  upon  the  part  remaining  unsold,  in  discharge  of 
the  part  purchased.  In  that  case,  the  estate  had  been  settled,  on 
the  marriage  of  the  defendant  and  his  wife,  subject  to  the  dower 
of  the  mother,  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  who  appointed  part 
to  the  plaintiff.  He  filed  a  bill  to  have  the  effect  of  this  bargain, 
and  also  praying  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  receiye  the  rents  and 
profits  of  this  part  of  the  estate  free  from  the  deduction  of  the 
mother's  dower.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  that  the  mother 
was  a  party  to  the  bill.  The  observations  of  Lord  Hardwicke  on 
this  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill  are  scarcely  intelligible,  and  pro- 
bably depend  upon  specialties  of  the  case  which  the  report  does 
not  develop.  ^'As  to  the  exoneration  of  this  part  of  the  lands 
from  the  mother's  dower,"  he  remarked,  ^*by  turning  it  on  the 
other  part  of  the  estate,  which  still  is  settled  to  the  separate  use 
of  the  wife,  that  depends  on  the  appointment  of  the  wife,  whether 
she  was  bound  by  that  appointment  to  do  so ;  for  as  to  the  covenant 
by  the  husband  that  it  is  free  from  dower,  that  will  not  affect  the 
wife;  nor  has  plaintiff  a  title  to  that  decree  against  her;  but  has  a 
remedy  against  the  husband.  The  power  of  the  wife  was  under 
this  settlement,  which  is  made  subject  to  the  dower,  she  being  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  to  her  separate  use,  over  and  above 
the  dower,  which  ran  over  the  whole.  Then  if  the  wife  made  an 
appointment,  it  was  only  over  and  above  the  dower ;  the  plaintiff 
then  must  rely  on  that  covenant  to  indemnify  and  make  him  satis- 
faction."' 

61.  In  a  case^  in  New  York,  where  the  husband  sold  several  lots 
of  land,  in  which  his  wife  had  a  contingent  right  of  dower,  to  vari- 
ous individuals,  and  conveyed  such  lots  with  warranty,  and  after- 
wards died  seized  and  possessed  of  a  large  real  and  personal  estate, 
which  he  devised  to  the  complainant  in  trust  for  his  daughter;  and 
the  trustee,  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  offered  to  assign  to  the 


*  See  ante,  ch.  v.,  {  62.  >  Grigby  v.  Cox,  1  Ves.  Sen.  617. 

•  Park,  Dow.  281,  <  Wood  v.  Eeyes,  6  Paige,  478. 
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widow  her  dower  out  of  the  estate  of  which  the  husband  died  seized, 
as  well  for  that  estate  as  for  the  lands  sold  and  conveyed  by  her 
husband  with  warranty,  which  offer  she  refused,  and  commenced 
ejectment  suits  against  the  several  purchasers  for  the  purpose  of 
recovering  her  dower  in  each  lot  separately ;  it  was  held  by  Wal- 
worth, Chancellor,  that  the  widow  was  in  equity  bound  to  accept  an 
assignment  of  the  whole  dower  out  of  the  estate  of  which  her  husband 
died  seized,  and  which  was  ultimately  liable  to  sustain  the  whole 
charge  of  her  dower  right  in  the  lands  conveyed  with  warranty, 

52.  And  in  Kentucky,  where  the  estate  sold  by  the  husband  was 
not  a  distinct  tract,  but  only  a  part  of  a  larger  tract,  it  was  adjudged 
that  his  widow  was  not  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  dower  in 
each  parcel  of  the  original  tract  thus  severed  by  the  sale  of  a  part 
of  it.^  ^^  If  her  entire  dower  in  the  whole  tract,"  the  court  observed, 
'including  the  part  sold  to  Morton,  could  (as  we  infer  that  it  might) 
have  been  allotted  to  her  in  the  part  remaining  unsold,  the  court 
ought  so  to  have  allotted  it,  and  thereby  have  avoided  injustice  to 
Morton,  and  the  circuity  and  contingencies  of  another  suit  by  him 
against  his  vendor's  representatives/' 

1  LawBon  v.  Morton,  6  Dana,  471. 
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In  what  ea%€%  dower  should  be  assigned  in  the  rents  and  profits, 

1.  There  are  many  hereditaments,  of  which,  hj  the  common 
law,  the  widow  is  required  to  be  endowed  specially  of  a  third  part 
of  the  rents  and  profits.^  As  of  a  piscary;'  offices;^  a  fair;^  a 
market;*  a  dove-house;*  courts,  fines,  heriots;^  and  the  keepership 
of  a  park.*  So  dower  in  mines,*  in  a  mill,^*  or  in  a  ferry,"  may 
be  assigned  in  the  same  manner.  The  entirety,  however,  of  any 
such  hereditaments  may,  by  agreement  of  competent  parties,  be 
assigned  to  the  widow  in  allowance  of  her  dower  of  other  property.^ 
And  it  seems,  that  although  a  third  part  of  the  profits  only  be 
assigned  to  the  wife,  she  shall  thereby  have  the  freehold  of  a  third 
part  of  the  hereditament  itself.^ 

2.  By  statute  in  most  of  the  United  States,  it  is  provided,  that 
where  the  estate  of  which  a  woman  is  dowable  is  entire,  and  no 
division  by  metes  and  bounds  can  be  made  without  injury  thereto, 
dower  shall  be  assigned  in  a  special  manner,  as  of  a  third  part  of 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits.^^    There  is  a  distinction,  however, 


1  Co.  Litt.  32  a. ;  Park,  Dow.  113|  252  ;  toI.  L,  ch.  x.,  {  3. 

*  Viz.,  tertium  fn$eemf  veljaetum  r$ti$  tertium.    Go.  Litt.  32  a. 

s  Ibid. ;  Fttzh.  N.  B.  8,  note  (b),  149  (E).  «  Ibid. 

*  Ibid.;  Gilb.  Dow.  371.  •  Go.  Litt  32  a.  *  Ibid.  •  Ibid. 

*  Stottghton  V,  Leigh,  1  Taunt  402 ;  Coates  v.  CheeTer,  1  Cow.  460 ;  1  Roper,  H. 
k  W.  397 ;  Park,  Dow.  254.    See  ante,  ch.  xzi.,  {{  23-29. 

u  Co.  Litt.  32  a.;  Perk.  {  342 ;  Park,  Dow.  252.     See  ante,  ch.  xzi.,  {  20. 
u  SteTcns  tr.  SteTens,  3  Dana,  371.  "  Ante,  ch.  It.,  ]{  22-36. 

u  Park,  Dow.  253.    See  Fitih.  N.  B.  8,  note  (b),  149  (E). 

i«  Gen.  Stat  Ma«8.,  p.  697,  {  8 ;  p.  469,  {  5 ;  Rct.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  {  6 ; 
p.  607,  {26;  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat  1853,  p.  420,  2  6;  1  Stat.  lU.  1858,  p.  156,  {  28; 
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between  the  profits  issuing  from  the  land  itself  and  a  sum  in  the 
form  of  a  rent  charged  upon  the  land.  In  the  case  of  White  tr. 
Storj,^  Bronson,  J.,  considers  it  questionable  whether  a  rent  can 
be  assigned  in  lieu  of  dower,  except  by  consent,'  but  in  Chase's 
case,'  Blandy  Chancellor,  expresses  the  opinion,  that  where  the 
property  is  incapable  of  division,  dower  may  be  assigned  in  the 
form  of  a  rent,  distrainable  of  common  right. 

8.  In  South  Carolina,  where  an  order  for  the  assignment  of  dower 
issues  from  a  court  of  equity,  it  should  be  in  the  alternative,  requir- 
ing the  commissioners  to  set  off  the  dower  by  metes  and  bounds,  if 
the  premises  will  admit  of  division  ;  otherwise  that  they  assess-  a 
sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  it.^  And  if  a  sum  of  money  be  assessed, 
the  return  should  show  that  the  lands  could  not  be  divided.*  In 
Pennsylvania,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  finding  by  the  inquest  of  the 
annual  value  of  the  estate,  where  the  husband  did  not  die  seized,  is 
illegal ;  and  that  the  sherifi*  should  deliver  seizin  of  one-third  of  the 
lands,  and  lay  it  off  by  metes  and  bounds.* 

4.  In  Iowa,  if  the  referees  appointed  to  set  off  the  share  of  the 
widow  report  that  the  property,  or  any  part  of  it,  can  not  be  readily 
divided,  the  court,  if  satisfied  with  such  report,  may  order  the 
whole  to  be  sold  and  one-third  of  the  proceeds  paid  over  to  the 
widow;  but  such  sale  shall  not  take  place  if  any  one  interested  to 
prevent  it  will  give  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  con- 
ditioned to  pay  to  the  widow  the  appraised  value  of  her  share,  with 
ten  per  cent,  interest  on  the  same,  within  such  reasonable  time  as 
the  court  may  fix,  not  exceeding  one  year  from  the  date  of  such 
security.  If  no  such  arrangement  is  made,  the  widow  may  keep  the 
property  by  giving  a  like  security  to  pay  off  the  claims  of  the  other 
parties  interested  upon  like  terms.  And  in  order  that  the  sale  may 


1  Bev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  521,  2  l^i  P-  ^^^t  i  ^^^ ;  Re^-  Stat  R.  I.  1857,  p.  603,  {  2; 
p.  504,  22  11,  13 ;  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1S58,  p.  456,  2  ^3 ;  1  Brev.  Dig.  SUt  S.  C,  p.  271, 
28;  Gen.  Stat  Yerm.,  p.  413,  2  8;  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  852,  2  U  ;  Rey.  Stat 
Wis.  1858,  p.  547,  2  H  ;  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  408,  211;  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  406,     » 

2  11 ;  1  Rey.  Stat  MImo.  1855,  p.  676,  22  35,  36 ;  p.  679,  2  48 ;  €k>mp.  Laws  Kansas, 
1862,  p.  482,  22  24,  25. 

1  White  V.  Story,  2  Hill,  543,  549.  »  See  ch.  iy.,  22  22-35. 

•  Chase's  case,  I  Bland,  Ch.  206. 

«  Qibson  v.  Marshall,  5  Rich.  Eq.  254 ;  post,  ch.  zziy.,  22  49-56. 

•  Hey  ward  v.  Cnthbert,  2  Con.  Court  (Treadw.),  626;  s.  o.  3  Biey.  462.    See 
Francisco  v,  Hendricks,  28  Dl.  64. 

•  Benner  tr.  Eyans,  3  Penn.  (Penr.  k  W.)  454. 


OH.  XXni.]  ASSIGNMENT  IN  THB  BBNT8  AND  PROFITS.  601 

not  be  forced  at  unfavorable  times,  or  contrary  to  tbe  wishes  or 
interests  of  those  interested,  it  is  further  provided,  that  such  sale 
shall  not  be  ordered  so  long  as  the  parties  interested  shall  express 
a  contrary  desire,  and  shall. agree  upon  some  mode  of  sharing  and 
dividing  the  rents,  profits,  or  use  of  such  property,  or  shall  consent 
that  the  court  divide  it  by  rents,  profits,  or  use.^ 

Mode  of  (ucertaining  the  widow* i  proportion  of  the  anntuil  profits. 

5.  Whether,  where  the  estate  can  not  be  divided,  and  the  widow 
is  to  be  endowed  in  a  special  manner,  the  annual  income  which  it 
will  yield,  or  the  actual  value  of  the  property  in  the  market,  is  to 
be  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  estimate,  is  a  point  upon  which  the 
courts  are  not  agreed.  In  most  cases,  there  is  a  material  difference 
between  the  annual  legal  interest  upon  what  may  be  regarded  as 
the  fair  market  value  of  an  estate  and  its  annual  rents  and  profits. 
Sometimes,  owing  to  the  nature  of  the  improvements,  the  annual 
rents  will  exceed  the  annual  interest  upon  such  value ;  but  gener- 
ally, they  fall  below  it.  In  a  case  in  Maryland,  the  land  in  question 
was  estimated  to  be  worth  no  more  than  four  per  cent,  per  annum 
on  its  gross  value ;'  and  in  another  case,  in  which  the  premises  had 
been  sold,  the  interest  on  the  sum  produced  by  the  sale,  was  nearly 
twice  as  much  as  the  net  annual  rent.'  This  distinction  has  been 
noticed  in  works  treating  of  agricultural  subjects.  ^'  Whatever  a 
farm  will  sell  for,"  says  one  author,  "fixes  its  value  as  merchan- 
dise ;  but  by  no  means  is  it  a  fair  measure  of  its  value  as  a  perma- 
nent farming  capital.  The  true  value  of  land,  and  also  of  any 
permanent  improvements  to  land,  I  would  estimate  in  the  following 
manner:  ascertain  as  nearly  as  possible  the  average  clear  and 
permanent  incomes,  and  the  land  is  worth  as  much  money  as  would 
securely  yield  that  amount  of  income  in  the  form  of  interest,  which 
may  be  considered  as  worth  six  per  cent."*  It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  writer  here  quoted,  distinguishes  between  the  value  of  land 
as  a  subject  of  trade,  and  its  value  as  an  investment  with  a  view  to 
annual  returns  from  its  annual  products.     Where  the  object  is  to 

1  Act  of  April  8,  1862 ;  Laws  of  lowft,  1862,  p.  174,  ]  2,  repealing  {  2478  of  the 
BeTiflion  of  1860.  Bj  J  1  of  the  same  Act,  the  widow  takes  one-third  of  the  estate 
ahsolntely,  instead  of  one-third  for  life  as  under  the  Revision  of  1860. 

<  Addison  v.  Bowie,  2  Bland,  Ch.  613. 

•  WiUiams'  case,  8  Bland,  Gh.  278,  279. 

^  Boffin  on  Galcareoas  Manures,  ch.  18. 
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make  profit  from  the  Bale  of  the  land,  the  probahilitj  of  fntare 
increase  in  value,  especially  in  a  young  and  growing  country,  is  an 
important  element  to  be  considered,  and  greatly  increases  the  dif- 
ference between  the  amount  of  the  rents  and  issues  and  the  legal 
interest  upon  the  estimated  value  for  such  purpose.  But  where  it 
is  a  question  of  income,  the  annual  product  of  the  estate,  seems  to 
be  the  true  criterion  of  value ;  and  the  prospective  appreciation  or 
depreciation  in  its  market  value,  can  only  affect  the  result,  in  so 
far  as  it  will  probably  enhance  or  diminish  the  future  rents  and 
profits.  In  England,  it  appears  to  be  the  practice  to  determine  the 
value  of  land  by  reference  to  the  amount  of  its  actual  income.* 

6.  It  seems  clear,  that  at  common  law,  in«  making  a  special 
endowment,  no  inquiry  is  had  concerning  the  value  of  the  estate 
itself,  but  simply  of  its  rents  and  profits,  and  of  these,  one-third 
part  is  set  off  to  the  widow.  This  is  manifest  in  the  case  of  a  mill, 
and  of  mines,  where  the  dowress  enjoys  the  property  in  proportionate 
alternate  periods,  or  receives  a  share  of  the  actual  profits.'  And  it 
is  apprehended,  that  upon  principle,  this  should  be  the  rule  in  all 
cases  in  which  this  form  of  endowment  is  adopted.  It  may  be  said, 
that  if  the  dower  were  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  so  as  to  let 
the  widow  into  possession,  it  would  be  in  her  power  to  dispose  of 
her  life  interest  in  the  land  itself  at  its  market  value,  and  thus 
realize  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  entire  estate ;  and  that  she 
ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  reason  of  the  indivisible  nature  of 
the  property.  But  it  should  be  remembered,  that  in  some  cases, 
the  annual  rents  exceed  the  interest  upon  the  market  value  of  the 
premises ;  and  in  these  cases,  it  would  be  to  the  advantage  of  the 
widow  to  take  the  rents  instead  of  the  interest.  Her  right  to  do 
this  would  be  unquestioned,  if  the  assignment  were  by  metes  and 
bounds ;  and  she  might  with  equal  propriety  say,  in  this,  as  in  the 
case  above  supposed,  that  her  interests  should  not  be  prejudiced 
because  the  assignment  could  not  be  made  in  that  form.  But  the 
principles  upon  which  the  value  of  the  dower  is  to  be  estimated, 
ought  not  to  be  left  at  the  option  of  the  widow ;  some  general  rule 
should  be  adopted,  applicable  to  all  cases  alike.  In  several  of  the 
States,  this  has  been  done,  in  accordance  with  the  views  above 


>  Badger  v.  Badger,  Mosely,  117 ;  Peacock  v,  Byani,  16  Yei.  Jr.  516;  ^Uiamt' 
case,  3  Bland,  Cb.  242-3,  278-9;  post,  ch.  zzi?.,  {  4. 

>  Ante,  ch.  xxi.,  {{  23-29. 


OH.   XXm.]  ASSIGNMEKT  IN  THB  RENTS  AND  PROFITS.  608 

expressed.  Thus,  in  Illinois,'  Missonri,'  and  Kansas/  if  the  pro- 
perty can  not  be  divided,  the  jury  are  required  to  fix  its  annual 
Talue,  and  the  court  to  direct  the  annual  payment  of  the  widow's 
proportion.  And  it  has  been  held  in  Missouri,  that  the  yearly  value 
of  a  widow's  dower  in  land  not  susceptible  of  a  division,  when  she 
accepts  an  annual  sum  in  lieu  thereof,  is  its  gross  annual  product, 
deducting  charges  to  which  it  is  subject,  such  as  taxes  and  repairs.^ 
The  same  doctrine  is  recognized  in  North  Carolina,^  and  has  the 
unqualified  approval  of  Chancellor  Bland.*  In  Arkansas,  the  statute 
directs,  that  if  the  lands  are  not  capable  of  division,  they  shall  be 
rented  out,  and  one-third  part  of  the  proceeds  paid  to  the  widow  in 
lieu  of  dower.^  And  it  has  been  decided  in  Kentucky,  that  the 
widow  may  use  the  estate  every  third  year,  at  her  election,  or 
receive  one-third  of  the  future  rents.^ 

7.  In  Ohio,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  Dunseth,* 
it  was  objected  that  by  the  decree  an  annual  sum  charged  upon  the 
rents,  was  given  to  the  widow,  instead  of  one-third  of  the  rents 
themselves  as  they  subsequently  accrued.  The  court  said :  ^^  We 
believe  that  when  dower  is  assigned  in  a  speeial  manner,  it  would 
be  most  convenient  to  all  parties,  to  ascertain  the  gross  value  of 
the  dower  estate,  derived  by  a  computation  of  the  value  of  the 
estate,  and  the  risk  of  life  of  the  dowress,  and  directing  payment, 
by  which  the  estate  of  the  dowress  is  determined.  For  then  the 
amount  of  the  incumbrance  is  ascertained  at  once,  and  both  the 
dowress  and  the  tenant  are  relieved  from  the  risk  of  much  unplea- 
sant collision.  But  the  statute  authorises  a  different  adjustment 
in  a  ^special  manner,'  leaving  the  details  to  the  discretion  of  the 
oourt,  and  where  no  palpable  injustice  is  done,  we  should  not  dis- 
turb it." 

8.  In  Tennessee,  in  a  case  where  real  estate  had  been  sold  at  a 


1  1  Stat  ni.  1858,  p.  156,  2  28 ;  Francisco  v.  HendrickB,  28  Dl.  64.  In  Oove  v. 
Gather,  23  HI.  634,  it  was  soggested,  that  after  a  decree  allowiog  a  widow  a  yearly 
snm  in  lien  of  her  dower,  the  allowance  may  he  changed  npon  filing  a  hill,  if  the 
income  of  the  property  he  materially  increased  or  diminished. 

s  1  Rev.  Sut  Misso.  1855,  p.  676,  {{  35,  36;  p.  679,  {  48. 

*  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  482,  22  24,  25.  See,  also,  the  statutes  cited  ante, 
note  to  2  2,  to  the  same  efTect. 

«  Riley  v.  Glamorgan,  15  Misso.  3?  I.  ^  Atkins  v.  Eron,  8  Ired.  Eq.  1. 

•  WillUms'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  242-3,  278-9. 

*  Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1858,  p.  456,  2  43*  '  Hyier  «.  Stoker,  3  B.  Hon.  117. 

•  Bk.  U.  S.  V.  Donseth,  10  Ohio,  18. 
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chancery  sale,  and  the  pnrchaser,  believing  that  he  had  acqaired  a 
good  title,  placed  valuable  improvements  upon  it  for  the  mannfao- 
ture  of  iron,  and  it  appeared  on  bill  filed,  that  the  estate  was  sub- 
ject to  dower ;  it  was  held,  that  inasmuch  as  it  would  be  inequitable 
for  the  complainant  to  be  benefited  by  the  improvements  at  the 
expense  of  the  defendant,  or  for  her  to  be  admitted  to  a  partner- 
ship  in  the  manufactory,  it  would  be  proper,  and  the  court  had  the 
power  to  decree  an  annual  payment  of  money  to  the  complainant 
in  lieu  of  dower,  equivalent  to  the  annual  value  of  her  interest  in 
the  estate,  and  a  decree  was  entered  accordingly.  But  the  decree 
was  BO  shaped  as  to  provide  that  if  at  any  time  thereafter  the  works 
should  cease  to  secure  to  her  the  amount  from  any  cause  whatever, 
she  should  then  have  her  interest  laid  ofi"  by  metes  and  bounds  and 
be  let  into  possession  of  the  same.^ 

9.  In  several  of  the  States,  however,  the  estimated  value  of  the 
land  is  taken  as  the  basis  upon  which  the  allotment  to  the  widow 
is  to  be  made.     Thus,  in  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Hale  v.  James,' 
it  was  held  by  Chancellor  Kent,  that  where  it  is  agreed  between 
the  widow  and  the  tenant,  that  he  shall  allow  her  a  yearly  sum, 
instead  of  having  the  dower  assigned  to  her  according  to  law,  the 
interest  of  the  value  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  alienation 
by  the  husband,  is  the  proper  measure  of  the  annuity.     And  that 
where  the  house  and  buildings  on  the  land  constitute  the  principal 
value  of  the  premises,  a  deduction  of  one  per  cent,  should  be  allowed 
as  a  compensation  to  the  tenant  on  account  of  necessary  repairs, 
and  the  risk  of  loss  by  fire.     This  holding  was  followed  by  the  vice 
chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Van  Gelder  v.  Post.'  There,  the  husband 
was  seized  as  tenant  in  common  of  to  undivided  fourth  part  of  cer- 
tain lands,  which  were  sold  during  the  coverture,  under  proceedings 
in  partition  to  which  the  wife  was  not  a  party,  and  by  which,  there- 
fore, she  was  not  bound.     The  husband's  share  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  amounted  to  two  thousand  two  hundred  dollars ;  and  as 
dower  could  not  be  conveniently  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  the 
vice  chancellor  decreed  to  the  widow  for  her  dower,  interest  upon 
one-third  of  that  sum  during  her  life,  from  the  date  of  her  husband's 
death ;  the  arrears  to  be  paid  at  once ;  and  the  sums  subsequently 
accruing  to  be  paid  in  the  form  of  an  annuity,  and  to  be  charged 


1  Lewis  V,  James,  8  Humph.  537.  >  Hftle  «.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  356. 

»  VaE  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  677. 
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upon  the  landsy  unless  some  other  form  of  secority  should  be  agreed 
upon  or  approved. 

10.  So,  in  Alabama,  the  rule  is,  that  inhere  a  compensation  for 
dower  is  to  be  made  in  money,  the  decree  should  not  be  for  one- 
third  of  the  net  rents  and  profits,  but  for  the  annual  interest  on 
one-third  the  value  of  the  premises.^ 

11.  In  assigning  to  the  widow  a  share  of  the  actual  income  of 
the  estate,  to  be  received  by  her  annually  during  her  life,  it  is 
obvious  that  an  estimate  must  be  made  of  the  prospective  rents 
and  profits;  for  it  can  not  be  known  with  certainty  what  the  future 
income  will  be.  In  the  older  States,  where  the  lands  have  long 
been  improved,  and  their  average  annual  product  can  be  readily 
ascertained,  this  may,  perhaps,  be  satisfactorily  done,  but  in  other 
portions  of  the  country  it  is  attended  with  many  difficulties.  Some 
of  these  are  well  stated  by  Buffin,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Atkins  v. 
Kron,'  where  he  says:  '^In  the  most  of  Europe,  and,  perhaps,  in 
some  parts  of  this  country,  the  annual  income,  received  in  the  form 
of  rent,  may  be  anticipated  almost  as  certainly  as  interest  on  capital 
in  money.  The  price,  also,  of  the  fee  in  possession,  is  much  the 
same,  take  the  country  throughout,  in  the  end,  as  at  the  beginning 
of  the  same  life.  But,  in  all  those  particulars  there  is  the  utmost 
uncertainty  here ;  an  uncertainty  so  great,  that  no  general  rule  for 
estimating  the  value  of  those  different  interests  can  be  laid  down, 
which  would  not  do  great  injustice  in,  perhaps,  more  than  half  the 
cases  which  might  arise.  The  income  from  land  is  seldom  divided 
by  way  of  rent,  but  of  crops,  from  the  cultivation  of  the  owner; 
and  hence  the  profits  depend  much  upon  what  other  capital  the 
tenant  has  besides  the  land.  Those  profits,  for  a  course  of  years 
to  come,  can  not  be  computed  with  any  confidence.  Besides,  it  is 
a  fallacy  to  assume,  that  the  intrinsic  value  of  the  land,  or  the 
market  value,  will  be  the  same  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  life 
estate.  We  know  that  depends  on  such  a  variety  of  circumstances, 
that  there  can  be  no  positive  rule.  A  rice  swamp  and  other  allu- 
vial flats,  being  all  cleared  and  prepared  for  successful  culture,  and 

1  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  AIa.  20;  Johnson  v.  BUiott,  12  Ala.  112;  Fry  v.  Merch. 
Ins.  Co.,  16  Ala.  810;  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295 ;  Francis  v,  Garrard,  18  Ala. 
794.  VThere  the  principal  valae  in  sach  case  consists  of  bnildings  which  require 
an  annaal  outlay  to  keep  them  in  repair,  whether  the  dowress  should  contribute  a 
proportion  of  the  expenses,  quceref  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20.  See,  also,  the 
South  Carolina  case  of  Douglass  v,  McDill,  1  Spears,  139;  post,  ch.  zziv.,  2  63. 

*  Atkins  V.  Kron,  8  Ired.  Eq.  1. 
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of  extraordinary  fertility,  may  be  so  conBidered.  But,  in  the  bill 
country,  and  where  tobacco  or  cotton  are  the  crops,  under  the 
usual  system  of  tillage  by  the  greater  part  of  our  citizens,  or  eyen 
of  those  who  are  called  prudent  and  successful  planters,  we.  know 
that,  in  twenty-five  or  thirty  years,  a  plantation  of  ordinary  siie 
is  so  nearly  cleared  of  its  timber,  and  reduced  by  continued  and 
exhausting  cropping  and  detrition,  as  often  not  to  be  worth  half 
what  it  was.  There  is  a  material  difference,  in  this  respect,  between 
different  parts  of  the  State,  as  they  may  be  level  or  broken,  and 
according  to  the  different  crops  that  are  cultivated." 

12.  In  endeavoring  to  ascertain  the  probable  future  profits  of  an 
estate,  it  is  plain,  that  the  considerations  above  suggested,  should 
be  taken  into  the  account.  If  the  lands  be  used  for  farming  pur- 
poses, a  proper  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  uncertainties 
attending  the  culti?ation  of  crops  for  a  series  of  years ;  the  probar- 
bilities  of  diminished  fertility  in  the  soil ;  and,  in  some  localitieSy 
for  the  chances  of  its  ultimate  exhaustion.  And,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  proper  to  consider  the  probabilities  as  to  whether  there 
will  be  an  appreciation  in  value  of  the  future  products  of  the  land. 
In  new  and  growing  portions  of  the  country,  where  improvements 
are  constantly  going  on  and  facilities  for  reaching  the  great  marts 
of  trade  are  gradually  being  introduced  and  extended,  this  is  par- 
ticularly the  case.  But  a  sudden  and  temporary  inflation  in 
prices,  produced  by  unusual  and  extraordinary  causes,  or  by  an 
extravagant  spirit  of  speculation,  can  scarcely  be  considered  as 
furnishing  reliable  data  upon  which  to  form  an  estimate  of  value. 
If  the  property  be  in  a  town,  or  city,  its  annual  profits  will,  in 
most  cases,  consist  chiefly  in  rents.  The  average  yearly  receipts 
in  this  form  may  be  adopted;  or  the  amount  may  be  increased  or 
diminished,  as  the  future  probabilities  or  particular  circumstances 
of  the  case  may  seem  to  require.  In  all  cases,  a  proper  deduction 
should  be  made  for  current  repairs  and  taxes ;  and  probably,  where 
the  income  is  mainly  derived  from  buildings,  for  the  expense  of 
insurance  also.^ 

Mode  of  (ucertaining  the  widow* %  proportion  where  the  landM  have 

been  eold. 

13.  When  lands  subject  to  dower  have  been  sold,  and  the  pro- 

1  Ante,  2  9. 
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ceeds  brought  into  court  to  be  apportioned  to  the  parties  according 
to  their  respective  interests,  the  question  whether  the  widow  is  to 
take  the  legal  interest  upon  a  proportion  of  the  purchase-money, 
for  her  dower,  or  a  share  of  the  actual  rents  and  profits  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  no  sale  had  been  made,  is  attended  with  con- 
siderable difficulty.  In  some  cases,  the  sale  is  the  result  of  pro- 
ceedings  founded  on  a  lien  or  incumbrance  paramount  to  the  claim 
of  dower.  In  others,  the  rights  of  the  widow  are  entitled  to  pre- 
cedence. Possibly,  in  view  of  this  distinction,  a  rule  which  might 
be  regarded  as  entirely  proper  and  just  in  one  case,  would  be  con- 
sidered altogether  inapplicable  to  another. 

14.  Where  there  has  been  a  foreclosure  and  sale  under  a  mort- 
gage in  which  the  widow  has  joined;^  or  where  the  sale  has  been 
made  in  satisfaction  of  a  vendor's  lien,'  or  of  judgments  recovered 
prior  to  the  attachment  of  dower  ;^  in  all  these  cases,  the  widow  is 
dowable  of  the  surplus  only  remaining  after  satisfying  the  claim  of 
the  creditor;  and  the  established  practice,  where  a  gross  sum  is  not 
paid  to  the  widow  in  extinguishment  of  her  claim,^  is  to  order  one- 
third  of  the  surplus  to  be  invested,  and  the  annual  interest  accruing 
thereon  to  be  paid  to  her  during  her  life.^  So,  where  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  husband  sold  ai>  equity  of  redemption  in  which  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  dower,  it  was  adjudged  that  she  should  take 
the  interest  during  her  life  upon  one-third  of  the  purchase-money.* 
The  same  principle  is  applicable  where  the  widow  is  endowed  of 
surplus  moneys  produced  by  a  sale  of  partnership  lands  ;^  or  where 

1  Tabele  v.  Tabele,  1  John.  Cb.  45  ;  Titas  v.  Neilson,  6  John.  Cb.  462  ;  Swaine  v. 
Ferine,  Ibid.  482;  Erertson  v.  Tappen,  Ibid.  513;  Denton  v,  Nanny,  8  Barb.  618; 
Mills  V,  Van  Voorhis,  23  Barb.  125 ;  Smith  v.  Jackson,  2  Edw.  Ch.  28 ;  Reed  v.  Mor- 
rison, 12  S.  &  R.  18,  21 ;  Hartshome  v,  Hartsbome,  1  Green,  Ch.  349 ;  fiincbman  v. 
Stiles,  1  Stockt.  Ch.  361,  454;  Smith  v.  Handy,  16  Ohio,  237 ;  Harrow  v.  Johnson, 
3  Met.  (Kj.)  578 ;  Rutherford  v.  Mance,  V^alker,  370 ;  Keith  v.  Trapier,  1  Bail.  Ch. 
63  ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  zziii.,  {  26. 

'  Thompson  v,  Thompson,  1  Jones,  L.  430 ;  Klntts  v.  Klntts,  6  Jones,,  Eq.  80 ; 
WUliams  v.  Woods,  1  Humph.  408;  Thompson  v,  Cochran,  7  Humph.  72;  Warner 
V.  Van  Alstjne,  3  Paige,  513;  Brewer  v.  Yanarsdale,  6  Dana,  204;  Willettv.  Beat^, 
12  B.  Mon.  172;  Daniel  v,  Leitch,  13  Gratt  195;  toI.  i.,  ch.  zx.,  2  44;  ch.  zzr., 

«4. 

•  Bobbins  «.  Bobbins,  8  Blackf.  174;  Sandford  v.  McLean,  3  Paige,  117 ;  vol.  i., 

ch.  zxTiii ,  j  33. 
'  See  post,  ch.  xziv.  '  See  preceding  citations. 

*  Jennison  «.  Hapgood,  14  Pick.  345.  See,  also,  Houghton  v.  Hapgood,  13  Pick. 
164. 

1  Qoodbum  v,  Stevens,  5  Gill,  1 ;  s.  o.  1  Md.  Ch.  Dee.  420 ;  Hale  «.  Plnmmer,  6 
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premises  in  which  the  widow  of  a  deceased  tenant  in  common  was 
dowable,  have  been  sold  under  proceedings  in  partition  carried  on 
by  the  survivors.* 

15.  In  cases  of  the  character  above  enumerated,  the  right  to  be 
endowed  of  the  lands  themselves,  or  of  the  profits  issuing  therefrom, 
is  subordinate  to  the  lien  or  claim  under  which  the  sale  is  made, 
and  must  yield  to  its  assertion.  As  the  widow,  after  the  sale,  is 
entitled  to  no  part  of  the  actual  profits,  it  is  immaterial  to  her  what 
their  annual  value  may  be.  Her  claim  to  endowment  is  transferred 
entirely  to  the  surplus  moneys  which  remain,  and  the  measure  of 
profit  to  be  derived  from  these  is  the  legal  rate  of  interest  pre- 
scribed by  law.  But  where  a  sale  is  made  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  husband  for  the  payment  of  general  debts;  or 
where  it  occurs  in  proceedings  in  partition  by  the  heirs  at  law ;  in 
these,  and  in  like  cases,  it  is  very  questionable  whether  the  widow 
can  be  deprived,  against  her  consent,  of  the  enjoyment  of  her  share 
of  the  rents  which  the  estate  will  produce,  or  of  an  annual  sum 
charged  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  equivalent  thereto.  In 
many  cases,  as  has  been  observed,'  the  legal  interest  will  exceed 
the  annual  profits;  but  not  unfrequently,  the  buildings  or  other 
improvements  upon  the  lands  yield  large  returns;  and  the  question 
is, — not  what  will  probably  be  to  the  pecuniary  advantage  of  the 
widow  in  a  majority  of  instances,  but  what  is  her  legal  right. 

16.  It  was  said  by  Chancellor  Hanson,  in  a  case  in  Maryland, 
that  where  the  widow  "consents  that  the  land  may  be  sold,  she  is 
entitled  to  the  interest  of  one-third  of  the  money  for  life."'  But 
this  proposition  was  afterwards  disputed  by  Chancellor  Bland,  who 
maintained  with  much  force  of  argument,  that  the  annual  rents 
and  profits  should  form  the  basis  of  the  assignment  to  the  widow.^ 
*^In  this  instance,"  he  said,  referring  to  the  case  before  him,  ^Hhe 
annual  legal  interest  on  the  whole  purchase-money,  would  amount 
to  $2285,  when  the  net  amount  of  the  annual  rent  was  no  more 
than  $1400.  It  seems  to  have  been  admitted  in  this  case,  that 
before  the  sale,  the  widow  could  be  entitled  to  no  more  than  one- 


Ind.  121;  Matlock  v,  Matlock,  6  Ind.  403;  Galbralth  v.  Gedge,  16  B.  Mon.  631; 
Loabat  v.  Nourse,  6  Florida,  350 ;  Djer  v,  Clark,  5  Met.  562  ;  Howard  v.  Priest 
Ibid.  582 ;  Bamside  v.  Merrick,  4  Met  537 ;  vol.  1.,  ch.  zzvi.,  {  21 . 

1  See  Tol.  i.,  ch.  xri.,  {  18-32.  >  Aote,  {  5. 

*  See  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor  quoted  in  WilUams'  case,  3  bland,  Ch.  269. 

«  WUllams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  242,  243,  278,  279. 
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third  of  the  rent;  and  accordinglj,  of  the  rent  actually  received, 
that  proportion  has  been  awarded  to  her  by  the  auditor;  but  after 
the  sale,  instead  of  ^6t>  66,  as  one-third  of  the  whole  rent,  she  is 
allowed  to  claim  at  the  rate  of  $745,  the  one-third  of  the  legal 
interest  on  the  whole  purchase-money.  There  is  an  apparent 
inconsistency  in  this.  And  thus,  in  place  of  taking  the  rent  or 
annual  price  as  the  basis  of  the  computation,  the  legal  interest  of 
the  purchase-money  has  been  assumed  as  the  foundation  upon  which 
the  calculations  for  the  chancery  rule  have  been  made."^ 

17.  It  has  been  decided  in  New  York  and  Alabama,  as  we  have 
seen,'  in  cases  where  the  right  of  the  widow  to  be  endowed  of  the 
lands,  or  of  the  rents  and  profits,  had  not  been  impaired  by  a  sale, 
that  the  proper  rule  is  to  decree  to  the  widow  the  annual  legal 
interest  upon  one- third  of  the  value  of  the  premises.  It  follows, 
that  in  those  States,  the  same  rule  will  be  applied  where  the  dower 
is  assigned  in  purchase-money  brought  into  court.  By  the  revised 
statutes  of  New  York,  on  a  sale  of  lands  by  order  of  the  surrogate, 
if  the  woman  do  not  consent  to  receive  a  gross  sum  in  satisfaction 
of  her  dower,  the  surrogate  is  directed  to  set  apart  one-third  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  cause  the  same  to  be  invested  in  permanent 
securities,  on  annual  interest,  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  the  widow 
during  her  life.'  It  is  held,  that  the  portion  of  the  money  to  be  set 
apart  and  invested  pursuant  to  this  statute,  is  the  one-third  of  the 
gross  amount,  and  not  of  the  amount  less  the  charges  and  expenses 
of  the  sale.^  That  a  widow's  title  to  dower  can  not  be  prejudiced 
or  diminished  by  debts  and  incumbrances  created  by  the  husband, 
and  therefore  she  is  not  to  be  compelled  to  contribute  to  the  expenses 


1  VTilliams'  casOi  3  Bland,  Ch.  278,  279.  See,  also,  CarU  v.  Batman,  7  Greenl. 
102 ;  Simonton  v.  Gray,  34  Maine,  50;  post,  ch  zziv.,  {  4. 

»  Ante,J{9,  10. 

>  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  T.  p.  106,  {{  36, 37.  In  several  of  the  States,  the  statutes  rega- 
lating  sales  in  partition  and  sales  of  infants'  estates,  contain  provisions  snbstantiallj 
to  the  same  effect  Nixon's  Dig.  SUt  N.  J.  p.  576,  {  23 ;  p.  578,  {{  29-31 ;  1  Md. 
Code,  pp.  77,  78,  22  32->34;  p.  342,  2  63;  Code  Va.  1849,  pp.  536,  537,  22  ^i  ^0;  2 
Comp.  Laws  Mich.  pp.  1251,  1252,  22  45-49;  p.  1254,  22  62-66;  Rev.  SUt.  Wis. 
1858,  p.  573,  22  1^1  16 ;  P-  8^0,  22  ^^^-49;  Stat.  Min.  1858,  p.  601,  22  30-34;  2  Rer. 
Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  196,  22  ISl,  182  ;  pp.  325,  326,  22  50-54;  p.  327,  2  66;  Pardon's  Dig. 
by  Brightly,  p.  295,  2  137  ;  p.  297,  {  152 ;  Del.  Rev.  Code,  1852,  p.  281,  2  17 ;  p. 
311,  2  4 ;  Rev.  Code  N.  C.  1855,  p.  453,  2  9 ;  Cobb's  New  Dig.  Stat.  Geo.  p.  230,  2  2. 
See,  also,  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Cranch,  370,  380;  Blair  v.  Thompson,  11  Gratt.  441. 

«  Higbie  v.  Westlake,  14  N.  Y.  (4  Kern.)  281. 
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occasioned  by  the  ezifltence  of  such  debts.^  And  it  has  been  sug- 
gested, that  if  the  sale  be  made  auiffeet  to  incumbrances  created  by 
the  husband  alone,  in  determining  the  amount  of  ^'  purchase-money," 
according  to  the  sense  of  this  provision,  the  charges  and  liens  against 
the  husband  should  be  included  ;>  upon  the  ground  that  as  the  lands 
are  sold  subject  to  those  liens,  they  constitute  part  of  the  price  or 
consideration  paid  for  them.'  Where  interest  on  purchase-money 
accrues  after  the  sale,  and  before  the  distribution,  one-third  of  it 
belongs  to  the  widow.' 

18.  In  a  case  in  Iowa,  a  widow  claiming  dower  in  certain  real 
estate  which  had  been  sold  by  a  trustee,  and  the  proceeds  of  which 
were  in  his  hands,  made  an  agreement  with  him,  that  if  she  suc- 
ceeded in  obtaining  dower,  she  would  take  her  interest  in  money 
out  of  the  funds  in  his  hands,  either  absolutely,  or  for  life,  accord- 
ing to  the  opinion  of  the  court'  as  to  what  her  dower  would  be  in 
the  lands  sold.  The  court  decreed  that  she  should  recover  one-third 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  interest  for  arrears  at  the  rate  of  ten 
per  cent,  per  annum ;  but  that  the  money  should  not  be  paid  to  her 
until  she  filed  with  the  clerk  a  bond  with  su£Scient  sureties,  con- 
ditioned for  the  repayment  of  the  principal  sum,  without  interest, 
to  the  trustee  or  his  legal  representatives,  immediately  on  her  death. 
It  was  held,  that  the  widow,  under  the  agreement  with  the  trustee, 
was  entitled  to  receive  the  money,  and  to  control  and  use  it  as  her 
own  during  her  life ;  and  that  as  there  was  no  stipulation  for  interest 
at  ten  per  cent.,  so  much  of  the  decree  as  authorized  her  to  recover 
that  rate  was  erroneous.^ 

Deduction  an  account  of  the  liahility  of  the  widow  to  impeachment 

for  waste. 

19.  There  is  a  material  difference  in  value  between  the  estate  of 
a  tenant  who  is,  and  that  of  one  who  is  not  liable  to  impeachment 
for  waste.  A  tenant  for  life  subject  to  impeachment  for  waste,  can 
not  sell  the  timber  growing  on  the  lands,  nor  take  the  produce  of 
mines  unopened,  both  of  which  are  the  property  of  the  person 
entitled  to  the  inheritance.^  Where  the  entire  estate  is  sold,  the  pur- 

^  Ibid.;  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  1  Sand.  S.  G.  516;  8.  o.  2  Comet.  245. 

s  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  516,  544. 

s  Higbie  v.  WesUake,  14  N.  T.  (4  Kern.)  281. 

*  O'Ferrall  v.  Davia,  1  Clarke  (Iowa),  560. 

»  Vol  i.,  cb.  1.,  {{  10-.24 ;  post,  cb.  ziii.,  {{  20-49. 
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chase-money  is  increased  bj  that  which  belongs  to  the  inheritance, 
either  as  the  price  of  the  standing  timber  which  the  tenant  for  life 
could  not  cut,  or  as  the  price  of  the  remainder  or  reversion  from 
which  the  tenant  for  life  could  have  derived  no  profit ;  and  there- 
fore it  would  seem  to  be  clearly  improper  to  award  to  him  the 
interest  upon  any  portions  of  the  purchase-money  which  represent 
those  prices.^ 

20.  As  a  dowress  is  not  permitted  to  commit  waste,'  this  limita- 
tion upon  her  right  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  estate  should  not 
be  lost  sight  of  in  estimating  the  value  of  her  interest.  It  is  evi- 
dent, however,  from  an  examination  of  the  authorities,  that  in  many 
instances,  this  has  been  entirely  overlooked.  But  there  are  several 
reported  cases  in  which  it  was  noticed,  and  a  deduction  made  from 
the  share  to  be  awarded  to  the  widow  on  account  of  it.'  In  one  of 
these,  the  chancellor  (Hanson),  said  :^  "  The  interest  in  the  land 
which  she  parts  with,  is  such  that  she  can  not  sell  the  timber  off  the 
land  as  a  tenant  in  fee  might  do.  The  value,  then,  of  the  privilege 
of  selling  timber,  &c.,  is  to  be  taken  in  the  account."  In  a  late 
English  case,  however,  it  was  held,  that  the  widow,  before  assign- 
ment, had  an  interest  in  timber  which  had  been  cut  down  by  the 
heir,  and  was  accordingly  entitled  for  life  to  a  third  of  the  produce 
which  had  been  paid  into  court.'  And  in  a  case  in  New  Jersey, 
where  the  land  of  which  dower  was  claimed  was  principally  wood- 
land, an  injunction  was  allowed  pending  the  proceedings  of  the 
widow,  to  restrain  waste  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and  those 
claiming  under  him,  in  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  wood.' 

^  Ex  p€arU  Artis,  2  Yes.  Sr.  489  ,*  -Tracj  v.  Hereford,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  138 ;  Davis  v, 
Marlboronffb,  2  Swanst.  151,  153,  note ;  Oliver  v,  Gourt,  3  Exch.  Rep.  330 ;  AttersoU 
V,  Stevens,  1  Taunt.  183 ;  Maccubbin  v.  Gromwell,  2  Bar.  &  GiU,  460 ;  Williams' 
case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  243,  244 ;  Gassanave  v,  Brooke,  3  Bland,  Oh.  267,  268,  note. 

<  Vol.  i.,  ch.  X.,  J2  10-24 ;  post,  ch.  zxxi.,  22  20-49. 

*  Gassanave  v.  Brooke,  3  Bland,  Gh  267,  268,  note ;  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh. 
243,  244 ;  Maccubbin  v.  Gromwell,  2  Har.  k  G.  457  ;  post,  ch.  xxiv.,  J  37. 

'  Gassanave  v.  Brooke,  3  Bland,  Gh.  267, 268,  note. 

s  Bishop  V,  Bishop,  13  Law  J.,  N.  S.  Ghan.  302  ;  b.  o.  5  Jarist,  931. 

•  Barker  v.  Ghristjr,  2  South.  717. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 


ASSIGNMENT  OF  A  GROSS  SUM  IN  LIEU   OF  BOWER. 


2  1,  2.  Introdactorjr. 

3-5.  Elements  entering  into  the  esti- 
mate of  the  present  Talne  of  estates  for 
Ufe. 

6.  Instances  in  which  courts  of  equity 
are  called  upon  to  estimate  the  present 
Talue  of  estates  for  life. 

7-12.  Gases  in  the  English  conrts  of 
chancery  before  the  formation  of  tables 
of  the  expectation  of  life. 

13-17.  English  tables  of  the  expecta- 
tion of  life. 

18.  Difference  between  the  expectation 
of  life  and  the  probabilities  of  life. 

19,  20.  Cases  in  England  after  the  con- 
struction of  mathematical  tables. 

21.  Expectation  of  life  in  the  United 
States,  as  compared  with  that  in  Europe. 

22,  23.  Difficulties  in  forming  tables 
of  the  expectation  of  life  in  the  United 
States. 


24.  Mathematical  tables  constructed 
in  the  United  States. 

26-32.  Extent  to  which  mathematical 
tables  maj  be  relied  upon  in  estioiatiiig 
the  probable  duration  of  life. 

33.  Method  in  Europe  of  ascertaining 
the  fee  simple  value  from  the  rental 
value. 

34.  Sale  of  the  fee  determines  nothing 
as  to  the  proportion  between  the  particu- 
lar estate  and  the  reversion. 

35-59.  Cases  in  the  American  courts. 
60,  61.  Point  of  time  at  which  the  life 
interest  is  to  be  valued. 

62.  Improvements  made  bj  purchaser 
excluded  from  the  estimate  of  value. 

63.  Apportionment  of  incumbrance. 

64.  Apportionment  not  necessarj  if 
the  incumbrance  be  left  outstanding. 


Introductart/. 

1.  In  England,  prior  to  the  late  dower  Act,^  but  few  cases  arose 
in  practice,  in  which  a  widow  was  entitled  to  have  a  proportion,  or 
the  annual  interest  on  a  share,  of  the  purchase-money  of  an  estate, 
awarded  to  her  in  lieu  of  dower ;  and  therefore  there  is  little  or 
nothing  to  be  found  in  the  English  books  as  to  what  should  be  con- 
sidered a  just  equivalent  for  her  interest.'  But  in  the  United 
States,  where  the  widow  is  dowable  of  the  surplus  proceeds  of  sales 
made  to  satisfy  paramount  incumbrances ;  and  where  it  frequently 
becomes  necessary,  under  the  statutes  of  descents,  to  have  lands,  of 
which  partition  can  not  be  made  without  disadvantage,  sold  in  order 
to  effect  a  division  of  the  proceeds  among  the  heirs ;  and  also  to 
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1  3  &  4  WUl.  IV.,  ch.  105 ;  vol.  i.,  Appendix, 
s  Mole  V.  Smith,  1  Jac.  k  Walk.  653. 
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make  sales  of  the  real  estate  pf  deceased  persons  for  the  payment 
of  their  debts,  it  often  happens,  that  a  widow  is  called  upon  to 
accept  an  equivalent  portion  of  the  purchase-money  in  satisfaction 
of  her  dower.^  And  sometimes  a  gross  sum  is  accepted  by  her  in 
lieu  of  her  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits,  in  cases  where  no  sale 
has  been  made. 

2.  In  a  number  of  the  States,  it  is  at  the  option  of  the  widow 
whether  she  will  take  a  gross  sum,  or  rely  upon  annual  payments 
during  her  life.'  In  others,  the  consent  of  all  parties  interested  is 
necessary  to  the  assignment  of  a  sum  in  gross ;'  while  in  others,  it 
seems  that  the  matter  is  very  much  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.^ 

1  Wiiliamt'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  264. 

*  2  Bey.  Stat.  N.  T.  p.  106,  2}  36,  37 ;  p.  196,  {{  181,  182 ;  pp  326-6,  22  50-54; 
p.  327,  2  66;  2  Oomp.  Laws  Mich.  pp.  1251-2,  22  45-49;  p.  1254,  22  62-66;  Rev. 
Stat  Wis.  p.  563,  2  H;  p.  573,  22  15,  16  ;  p.  850,  22  45-49;  Stat  Minn.  1858,  p. 
601,  22  30-34 ;  Stat  Conn.  1854,  p.  498,  H^  i  1  R«^-  Stat  Ohio,  p.  622,  2  289 ; 
Nixon's  Dig.  Stat  N.  J.  p.  576,  2  23;  p.  578,  22  2&-31 ;  Rer.  Code  N.  0.  1855,  p. 
463,  2  9;  Del.  Rey.  Code,  185^,  p.  281,  2  IT.  See  Purdon's  Dig.  bj  Brightly,  p.  295, 
{  137  ;  p.  297,  2  152  ;  Mentzer  v.  Menor,  8  Watts,  296 ;  Shouffler  v.  Goover,  1  Watts 
k  Serg.  400  ;  McCarthy  v.  Oordon,  4  Whart  321 ;  Higbie  v.  Westlake,  14  N.  T.  (4 
Kern.)  281 ;  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  516;  Hazen  v,  Thnrber,  4  John.  Oh. 
604.  Where,  in  proceedings  for  partition,  a  sale  has  been  made,  and  the  widow 
agrees  in  writing  according  to  the  statute,  to  accept  a  gross  sum  in  lien  of  her 
dower,  her  right  thereby  becomes  yested,  and  will  not  be  dirested  by  her  death 
before  the  distribution.  In  such  case,  her  interest  goes  to  her  children.  Mulford 
V,  Hiers,  2  Beasl.  Oh.  13.  But  where  she  dies  before  a  sale  of  the  premises,  her 
estate  is  determined  by  her  death,  and  her  children  can  hare  no  claim  to  any  portion 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Ibid.  The  consent  of  the  dowress  to  accept  a  certain 
amount  in  lieu  of  dower  may  be  inferred  from  her  claim  to  the  benefit  of  a  judgment 
in  her  fayor  for  such  amount  in  an  action  to  recoyer  her  dower.  Mathews  v. 
Dnryee,  45  Barb.  69. 

*  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  536-7,  {2  ^i  10 ;  Cobb's  New  Dig.  Stat  Geo.  p.  230,  2  2 ;  p. 
231,  22  2,  3;  Blair  V.  Thompson,  11  Qratt  441;  Herbert  v.  Wren,  7  Oranch,  370, 
380 ;  HiU  «.  Mitchell,  5  Ark.  608  ;  MorriU  v.  Menifee,  Ibid.  629 ;  Beayers  v.  Smith, 
11  Ala.  20 ;  Johnson  v.  BUiott,  12  Ala.  112 ;  Fry  v.  March.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Ala.  810 ; 
Springle  V.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295;  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  794;  Francisco  «. 
Hendriclu,  28  lU.  64.  The  court  is  not  authorised  upon  proceedings  in  partition, 
to  direct  that  an  outstanding  claim  for  dower  shall  be  extinguished  by  the  payment 
of  a  gross  snm ;  bat  the  order  of  sale  should  protect  the  dowress,  by  requiring  the 
sale  to  be  made  subject  to  her  right.  Francisco  «•  Hendricks,  28  111.  64.  See,  also, 
King  V.  King,  15  111.  187. 

«  Bank  U.  S,  v.  Dnnseth,  10  Ohio,  18 ;  Brewer  v.  Vanarsdale,  6  Dana,  204 ;  Mac* 
cubbin  «.  Cromwell,  2  Har.  k  G.  457 ;  Dorsey  v.  Smith,  7  Har.  k  J.  356,  366 ;  Wil- 
liams' case,  3  Bland,  Oh.  221,  ^  $eg,;  Abercrombie  v.  Riddle,  3  Md.  Oh.  Dec.  320 ; 
Goodbom  v.  Stevens,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec  420 ;  Bowie  v.  Berry,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  452 ; 
Atkins  V.  Kron,  8  Ired.  Eq.  1.  See  post,  22  ^^-56.  By  the  Maryland  Code,  in  all 
sniti  by  Joint  owners  to  sell  lands,  the  court  may  decree  a  sale  free  from  the  claim 
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In  practice,  however,  it  freqaentlj  occurs  in  all  the  States,  that 
the  widow  and  owner  of  the  inheritance  mutoally  agree  that  the 
former  shall  receive  a  sum  certain  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  and  refer 
to  the  court  the  question  as  to  the  principles  upon  which  her  pro- 
portion shall  be  ascertained.^  In  most  cases,  the  correct  determina- 
tion of  this  question,  involves  considerations  of  great  practical 
importance. 

ElemenU  entering  into  the  estimate  of  the  present  value  of  estatee 

for  life, 

8.  The  putting  of  a  present  value  upon  a  life  annuity,  or  upon  a 
certain  rent  for  life,  or  upon  a  specified  annual  life  income  of  any 
description,  necessarily  involves  a  consideration  of  the  chances  of 
life  of  the  individual  during  whose  life  such  an  annual  income  is 
claimed ;  for  although  other  matters  must  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  making  an  estimate  of  its  present  value,  yet  it  would  be 
difficult  to  make  any  calculation  as  to  the  duration  of  a  single  life, 
without  the  aid  of  some  general  observations  as  to  the  rate  of 
mortality,  and  the  probable  duration  of  such  lives  in  like  situations. 
But  a  judicial  controversy  as  to  the  present  value  of  a  particular 
life  interest,  being,  in  its  nature,  confined  to  an  insulated  subject, 
however  dependent  a  full  understanding  and  correct  determination 
of  it  may  be  upon  the  doctrine  of  chances,  can  not  afford  the  means 
of  collecting  the  facts  and  circumstances  on  which  that  doctrine 
rests,  since  the  doctrine  is  itself  the  result  of  general  observations 
upon  previously  collected  facts  and  circumstances,  in  relation  to 
the  duration  of  human  life;  while  the  adjudication  must  neces- 


of  dower  bj  the  wife  of  any  of  the  parties.  1  Md.  Code,  p.  78,  {  33.  In  other 
of  sale  under  a  decree  of  the  conrt,  the  widow  can  not  be  compelled  to  receive  a  aam 
in  gron  in  lien  of  dower  against  her  consent.  Ibid.  p.  77,  2  ^^  »  P*  ^^)  2  ^^  i  P-  ^^^i 
{  63.  In  Michigan,  in  suits  for  dower  in  lands  aliened  bj  the  husband  in  bis  lilb- 
tlme,  and  where  dower  can  not  be  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds  without  inJuAtice 
or  manifest  injury,  the  court  may  award  and  adjudge  a  sum  of  money  in  lien  of 
dower  to  be  paid  to  the  widow.    2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  855,  {  1. 

1  See  Hasen  v.  Thurber,  4  John.  Gh.  604 ;  Hale  v.  James,  6  John.  Ch.  263 ; 
Syertson  v.  Tappen,  5  John.  Ch.  513  ;  Eagle  v,  Emmet,  4  Bradf.  117  ;  Houghton  t. 
Hapgood,  13  Pick.  154 ;  Simonton  v.  Gray,  34  Maine,  50 ;  Smiley  v.  Smil^,  1  Dana, 
93 ;  Pollard  v.  Underwood,  4  Hen.  k  M.  459 ;  Davison  v,  Waite,  2  Mnnf.  527 ;  8he- 
rard  v.  Sherard,  33  Ala.  488.  An  executor,  on  a  sale  by  the  orphans'  court,  retained 
a  sum  of  money  in  his  hands  to  meet  the  demand  for  dower  or  thirds  chargeable 
upon  the  esUte  of  the  testator.  Held,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  recoTer,  and 
that  the  exec^itor  was  the  only  par^  chargeable.    Beeson  «.  McNabb,  2  Bair,  422. 
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sarilj  be,  if  it  proceed  upon  that  doctrine  at  all,  a  mere  application 
of  it  to  the  particular  case.  Hence  it  is,  that  although  judicial 
investigations  maj,  in  such  cases,  be  greatlj  facilitated  bj  a  just 
application  of  that  doctrine,  there  is  no  allusion  to  any  rule  for 
estimating  the  probable  continuatice  of  life  to  be  met  with,  in  any 
of  the  reported  adjudications,  until  long  after  the  publication  of 
several  essays  upon  the  doctrine  of  chances  in  relation  to  the  dura- 
tion of  human  life.^ 

4.  In  addition  to  the  various  circumstances  relative  to  the  expec- 
tation of  life,  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascertain  the  annual  product 
of  the  life  interest  in  order  to  make  a  proper  estimate  of  its  present 
value ;  for,  apart  from  those  things  having  an  imaginary  value, 
such  as  jewels  and  the  like,  the  true  criterion  of  the  value  of  all 
property  is  the  actual  profit  it  may  be  made  to  produce ;  and  hence 
it  has  always  been  considered  most  correct  to  estimate  the  value  of 
lands,  annuities,  &;c.,  at  so  many  years'  purchase ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  whole  estate  may  be  estimated  as  equivalent  to  so 
many  years  of  its  income  paid  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.^  There 
is,  as  has  been  already  stated,^  almost  everywhere,  a  material  difier- 
ence  between  the  amount  of  the  annual  legal  interest  on  the  pur- 
chase-money of  a  fee  simple  estate  in  land  and  the  annual  amount 
of  the  rents  and  profits.  But  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  legal 
interest  on  the  purchase-money  of  an  estate,  the  amount  of  the 
purchasei-money  itself  must  be  first,  ascertained,  which,  without  an 
actual  sale,  can  only  be  done  as  a  matter  of  opinion ;  and,  there- 
fore, as  a  guide  to  such  an  opinion,  reference  is  had  to  the  amount 
of  its  annual  income ;  and  as  regards  an  estate  for  life  in  land,  the 
annual  rents  and  profits  afibrd  the  only  means  of  making  a  correct 
estimate  of  its  value.^ 

5.  But  in  cases  where  the  land  has  been  sold,  and  the  legal 

1  Wmiams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  227 ;  post,  22  7-12. 

s  Freemoalt  v,  Dedire,  1  P.  Wms.  429 ;  Flad  v.  Flud,  2  Freem.  310 ;  Badger  v. 
Badger,  Moselj,  117 ;  Bamardistoa  v,  Lingood,  2  Atk.  136;  Gwjnne  v.  HeatOD,  1 
Bro.  G.  0.  2 ;  Heathcote  v.  Paignon,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  167 ;  Oriffith  v.  Spratley,  1  Goz, 
389 ;  Qibson  v.  Jeyes,  6  Yes.  Jr.  266 ;  Peacock  v.  Evans,  16  Yes.  Jr.  612 ;  Ex  parte 
Thistlewood,  19  Yes.  Jr.  263 ;  Gbalmer  v.  Bradley,  1  Jac.  k  Walk.  59 ;  Oliver  v. 
Oonrty  3  Ezch.  Rep.  320  ;  Rjle  v.  Brown,  6  Exch.  Rep.  266.    See  Appendix,  E. 

*  Ante,  oh.  xxiii.,  22  5|  6. 

*  Per  Bland,  Ghancellor,  in  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  242,  243 ;  Badger  v. 
Badger,  Moselj,  117;  Peacock  v.  Evans,  16  Yes.  Jr.  816.  See  Atkins  v.  Eron,  8 
lied.  £q.  1 ;  ante,  ch.  xxiii.,  211* 
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interest  upon  its  proceeds  is  taken  as  the  measure  of  the  income ; 
or  where  the  coarts  award  to  the  widow  interest  upon  one-third  of 
the  estimated  value  of  the  estate,  it  is,  of  course,  unneceesary  to 
enter  into  a  computation  of  the  annual  rents.^ 

Instances  in  which  courts  of  equity  are  called  upon  to  estimate  the 

present  value  of  estates  for  life. 

6«  There  are  many  eases  falling  within  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  equity,  in  which  it  becomes  necessary  to  put  a  present  value 
upon  an  estate  for  life.  As  where  land  is  sold,  so  that  those  who 
have  a  particular  life  interest  in  it  are  to  have  an  equivalent  in 
value  awarded  to  them  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale ;'  or  where  the 
expense  of  renewing  a  lease  is  to  be  apportioned  between  the  tenant 
who  renews  and  he  who  takes  in  remainder  or  reversion ;'  or  where 
the  value  of  the  estate  of  an  expectant  heir,  or  of  one  who  takes 
after  a  life  in  being,  is  to  be  ascertained  ;*  or  where  a  sum  of  money 
is  directed  to  be  paid  after  the  death  of  a  person  then  alive ;'  or 
where  the  expense  of  repairs  is  to  be  apportioned  between  a  par- 
ticular tenant  and  a  reversioner  or  remainder-man  f  or  where  the 
burden  of  an  incumbrance  is  to  be  taken  off  in  due  proportion  by 
several  particular  tenants  and  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  f  or 
where  a  person  charged  with  the  payment  of  an  annuity  becomes 
insolvent,  or  dies  leaving  an  insufficiency  of  assets  to  pay  all  ;^  or 
where  there  is  not  a  sufficiency  of  assets  to  pay  all  the  legacies  and 
annuities  given  by  the  testator  f  or  where  an  annuity  given  as  an 
advancement  is  brought  into  hotchpot  ;^®  or  where  a  pension  or 
annuity  for  life  has  been  given  by  the  government."    In  theee  and 

I  As  to  the  proper  dedocUons  on  acconnt  of  repairs,  taxes,  &c.,  and  the  liahUity 
of  the  widow  to  impeachment  for  waste,  see  ante,  ch.  xxiii.,  {{  9,  19,  20. 
s  Wells  V.  Roloson,  1  Bland,  Ch.  457,  note. 

•  White  V,  White,  9  Yes.  Jr.  554. 

«  Collet  V.  Wollaston,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  228 ;  Oowland  v.  De  Faria,  17  Yes.  Jr.  31. 
ft  1  Price,  Obs.  33.  •  Strike's  case,  I  Bland,  Ob.  77. 

*  Long  V.  Short,  1  P.  Wms.  403. 

s  1  Petersd.  Abr.  710,  713;  £x  parte  Thistlewood,  19  Yes.  Jr.  236,*  Johnson  t. 
Compton,  6  Cond.  Ch.  R.  20. 

t  Long  V.  Short,  1  P.  Wms.  403;  Deron  v.  Atkins,  2  P.  Wms.  3S1 ;  Hame  v. 
Bdwards,  3  Atk.  693 ;  Lewin  v,  Lewin,  2  Yes.  Sr.  417  ;  Williams,  Executors,  836, 
842. 

w  Kircudbright  v,  Kircudbright,  8  Yes.  Jr.  61. 

u  1  Madison  Papers,  280,  320. 
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all  similar  cases,  where  the  eorpu^y  or  whole  bodj  of  the  estate  is 
to  be  disposed  of  and  distributed  at  once  in  just  proportions,  a 
determination  of  the  present  value  of  all  the  life  interests  is  neces- 
sarily involved.* 

CaseB  in  the  Engluh  courts  of  chancery  before  the  formation  of 

tables  of  the  expectation  of  life. 

7.  The  earliest  case  in  relation  to  this  matter,  appears  to  be  one 
decided  by  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  of  England  in  1661,  and 
from  the  language  used  in  the  report  of  it,  there  is  room  to  infer, 
that  it  was  the  first  in  which  any  question  as  to  the  proportional 
value  of  a  particular  estate  and  a  reversion  or  remainder  had  ever 
been  presented  for  determination.  It  appears  that  Hannah,  the 
widow  of  Sharp,  who  had  left  her  a  considerable  estate,  married 
Oeering,  her  second  husband,  who  settled  upon  her  certain  land 
for  life  as  a  jointure ;  that  they  mortgaged  the  jointure ;  after  which 
Geering  died,  and  she  married  Bowel,  with  whom  she  filed  a  bill 
to  redeem;  and  a  question  arose  in  what  manner  a  redemption 
should  be  made,  and  by  whom;  whether  by  Hannah,  or  by  the 
infant  heir  of  Geering;  and  by  whom  the  mortgage  money  should 
be  paid.  Upon  which  it  was  said,  that  the  court  conceived  it  most 
just,  that  Hannah  and  the  infant  heir  should  proportionably  pay 
what  was  due  upon  the  mortgage,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Geer- 
ing, the  mortgagor,  rating  the  estate  for  life  of  Hannah  at  one- 
third,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  at  two-thirds,  from  the  time  of  the 
death  of  Geering.^  In  the  year  1671,  the  same  rule  of  proportion 
was  applied  in  a  similar  case.'  In  1682,  on  a  bill  to  redeem,  it 
was  declared  to  be  the  ordinary  rule  of  the  court,  that  one-third 
of  the  redemption  money  should  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
the  residue  to  the  remainder-man.^  In  1692,  on  a  bill  by  a  rever- 
sioner against  the  tenant  for  life  to  discover  incumbrances,  and  to 
compel  him  to  bear  his  proportion,  it  was  held,  that  the  tenant  for 
life  should  pay  two  parts  in  five  of  the  debts,  and  the  remaining 
three-fifths  should  be  borne  by  the  reversioner.'    In  1696,  it  was 

1  Williams'  cem,  3  Bland,  Oh.  221,  222. 

*  Rowel  V,  WaUey,  1  Gha.  Rep.  219.  *  GorniBh  v.  Mew,  1  Ca.  Oh.  271. 

«  Brent  v.  Best,  1  Vera.  70 ;  Gljrat  o.  Batteson,  1  Vera.  404 ;  Thynn  v.  DaTall, 
2  Vera.  117. 

*  James  v.  Hales,  2  Vera.  267  ,*  8.  0.  Prec.  Gh.  44. 
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again,  in  each  of  two  distinct  cases,  laid  down,  that  on  a  bill  to 
redeem,  the  tenant  for  life  must  pay  one-third,  and  the  reyersioner 
two-thirds  of  the  mortgage  debt.^  In  1710,  on  a  bill  by  a  remain- 
der-man to  compel  the  tenant  for  life  of  a  lease  for  years  to  have 
it  renewed,  it  was  held,  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  pay  one- 
third  of  the  expense  of  renewal,  and  the  remainder-man  the  resi- 
due.' In  1718,  on  a  bill  brought  by  creditors,  it  appeared  that  the 
deceased  debtor  had,  on  his  marriage,  covenanted  to  settle  lands 
that  should  be  of  the  value  of  sixty  pounds  per  annum,  upon  his 
wife  for  life,  which  he  had  failed  to  do.  Upon  which  it  was  held, 
that  the  wife  should  come  in  only  as  a  specialty  creditor;  and  in 
order  to  settle  the  quantum  of  her  demand,  an  estimate  was  directed 
to  be  made  of  the  value  of  her  estate  for  life,  at  so  many  years' 
purchase,  upon  which  she  was  to  be  let  in  as  a  specialty  creditor 
for  so  much  money.'  And  in  1750,  a  similar  question  having 
arisen,  it  was  determined,  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  pay  one- 
third  of  the  fine  and  charges  of  renewing  a  lease,  and  that  the  two- 
thirds  should  be  paid  by  the  remainder-man.^ 

8.  No  explanation  is  to  be  found  in  any  of  these  cases  of  the 
principles  of  equity  upon  which  the  court  proceeded  in  fixing  the 
proportion  in  which  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  reversioner  should 
contribute.  It  does  not,  l^owever,  seem  to  have  been  adopted  as 
an  absolute  rule,  but  rather  as  one  of  convenience;  for,  in  a  ease 
of  this  kind  determined  in  1697,  it  was  said,  that  in  adjusting  what 
each  estate  should  pay,  each  was  to  be  valued  at  what  it  was  worth 
to  be  sold.^  In  the  first  of  the  before  recited  cases,  it  was  asserted 
in  general  terms,  that  the  rule  was  most  just;  yet  it  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume, that  Hannah,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  second  husband, 
when  her  life  estate  was  estimated  as  being  equal  to  one-third  of 
the  whole,  must  have  been  far  advanced  in  life.  The  proportions 
fixed  by  the  case  decided  in  1692  seem  to  have  been  considered  in 
1720,  as  a  departure  from  the  general  rule.'  In  one  of  the  cases 
decided  in  1696,  it  was  said,  that  the  rule  seemed  hard,  because 
an  estate  for  life  was  then  worth  nine  or  ten  years'  purchase, 
whereas  formerly  it  was  worth  but  seven  f  and  in  the  case  deter- 

1  Ballet  V,  Sprainger,  Prec.  Gha.  62 ;  Fiud  v.  Fiad,  2  Freem.  210. 

s  Lock  V,  Lock,  2  Vera.  666.  *  Freemoult  v.  Dedire,  1  P.  Wma.  429. 

*  Ycrney  ».  Veraey,  1  Vea.  Sr.  428. 

*  Heyeningham  v,  HeveniDgham,  2  Vern.  355. 

*  Anonymons,  1  P.  Wms.  650.  ^  Flad  v.  Find,  2  Freem.  210. 
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mined  in  1750,  it  was  remarked,  that  the  apportionment  to  the 
tenant  for  life  of  one-third  of  the  bnrden  was  wrong,  as  being  too 
low;^  that  is,  in  not  laying  enough  npon  him.' 

9.  In  the  year  1717,  an  executor  having  paid  debts  to  a  large 
amount,  and  doubts  having  arisen  about  the  application  of  the  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  assets,  there  being  a  deficiency  of  personalty  to  pay 
all  the  debts,  he  filed  a  bill  to  obtain  the  direction  of  the  court. 
Upon  which  it  appeared,  that  the  testator,  being  seized  in  fee  of 
some  land,  and  possessed  of  a  lease  for  years  in  other  lands,  and 
indebted  by  specialty  and  simple  contract,  devised  an  annuity  of 
forty  pounds  a  year,  out  of  the  lease  for  years,  to  one  grandson, 
and  the  lease  itself  to  another  grandson,  and  likewise  devised  all 
his  lands  in  fee  to  A.  and  his  heirs.  None  of  the  devisees  were 
his  heirs  at  law.  It  was  held,  that,  to  prevent  the  disappointment 
of  the  testator's  intent,  the  devisee  of  the  fee  simple  estate,  and 
the  devisee  of  the  lease,  and  of  the  annuity,  should  each  contribute 
to  the  debts  by  specialty.  And,  for  that  purpose,  it  was,  among 
other  things,  directed,  that  the  master  should  ascertain  what,  at 
the  testator's  death,  was  the  value  of  the  lands  devised  in  fee,  and 
of  the  lease,  and  also  of  the  annuity;  and,  to  lay  the  deficiency 
rateably  upon  the  same  according  to  their  respective  values ;  and 
to  state  what  part  necessarily  must,  and  what  part  most  conveni- 
ently might,  be  sold  for  that  purpose.'  In  1726,  on  a  bill  by  a 
devisee  in  remainder  of  an  estate  pur  avire  vie,  it  was  held  to  be 
personal  estate  which  could  not  be  devised  away  from  creditors ; 
nevertheless,  being  a  specific  devise,  that  all  the  rest  of  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate,  not  specifically  devised,  should  be  first  applied 
to  pay  the  debts;  and,  if  there  were  any  other  specific  devise,  it 
should  come  in -average  with  this,  and  pay  its  proportion;  but  if 
that  would  not  serve,  that  then  all  should  be  sold  to  pay  the  testa- 
tor's debt.^  And  in  1749,  it  was  held,  that  a  devisee  of  an  annuity 
for  life  charged  on  the  personal  estate,  where  there  was  a  deficiency 
of  assets,  should  abate  in  proportion  with  the  other  legatees.' 

10.  In  the  year  1788,  in  a  case  of  bankruptcy,  it  appeared  that 


1  Veraey  v.  Verney,  1  Yes.  Sr.  428 ;  White  v.  White,  4  Yes.  Jr.  34. 

«  White  r.  White,  9  Yes.  Jr.  557. 

*  Long  V,  Short,  1  P.  Wms.  403 ;  Franks  v.  Cooper,  4  Yes.  Jr.  763. 
'  «  Devon  v.  Atkins,  2  P.  Wms.  381 ;  Lewin  v.  Lewin,  2  Yes.  Sr.  416 ;  Rogers  v. 
Hillicent,  Dick.  570. 

s  Hame  v.  Bdwards,  3  Atk.  693. 
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the  petitioner  had,  in  the  year  1720,  paid  three  hundred  pounds 
for  an  annuity  of  thirty  pounds  per  annum  for  her  life,  payable 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  Upon  her  petition  to  be  admitted 
as  a  creditor  for  the  whole  three  hundred  pounds,  it  was  ordered 
that  the  commissioners  settle  the  value  of  her  life;  and  that  she  be 
admitted  a  creditor  for  such  valuation,  and  the  arrears  of  her 
annuity,  it  being  unreasonable  that  she  should  have  the  whole 
three  hundred  pounds  when  she  had  enjoyed  the  annuity  eighteen 
years.^  The  same  principles  are  evidently  as  applicable  to  a  emkr 
dition  of  insolvency  as  to  that  of  bankruptcy ;  and  therefore,  to 
abolish  a  technical  distinction  which  had  been  introduced  by  the 
courts  of  common  law  in  relation  to  insolvency,^  it  has  been  enacted 
in  England,  that  a  present  value  shall,  in  all  such  cases,  be  put 
upon  the  annuity,  and  the  annuitant  be  let  in  to  that  amount  only 
as  a  creditor  against  the  estate  of  the  insolvent.' 

11.  In  1687,  on  a  bill  to  be  relieved  against  a  conveyance,  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  after 
the  death  of  his  father,  in  lands,  which,  if  in  possession,  were  worth, 
to  be  sold,  about  800;.,  did,  in  1671,  for  &01.  paid,  and  20/.  per 
annum  secured  to  be  paid  to  him  during  the  lives  of  him  and  his 
father,  absolutely  convey  his  remainder  in  tail  to  the  defendant's 
father  and  his  heirs.  The  conveyance  was  set  aside  as  being  an 
unrighteous  bargain  in  the  beginning/  In  the  year  1716,  on  a 
bill  brought  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  a  remainder,  the  case  appeared 
to  be,  that  the  plaintiff's  father  was  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to 
the  plaintiff  in  tail,  remainder  over  to  a  third  person;  that  the 
plaintiff  had  married,  and  had  a  son.  After  which,  the  plaintiff 
being  about  thirty  years  of  age,  and  the  son  ten  years  old,  and 
when  the  plaintiff's  father  was  ancient  and  sickly  4knd  in  declining 
life,  the  plaintiff  sold  his  estate  in  remainder  to  the  defendant  for 
1050/.  The  estate  at  the  time  was  worth  150L  per  annum.  The 
chancellor  decreed  relief  on  the  payment  of  principal,  interest,  and 


^  Ex  partft  La  Gompte,  1  Atk.  251 ;  Ez  parte  Belion,  1  Atk.  251 ;  Bothomly  p. 
Fairfax,  1  P.  Wms.  334,  note ;  EzparU  Artis,  2  Vee.  Sr.  489 ;  EzparU  Cater,  1  Bro. 
C.  0.  267  ;  Ex  parU  Burrow,  1  Bro.  G.  C.  268. 

*  Gotterel  v.  Hooke,  Doug.  97 ;  Webstor^.  Bannister,  Doug.  393. 

*  1  Geo.  IV.,  eh.  119,  {  10;  1  Petersd.  Abr.  714,  note;  Smith,  Mer.  Law,  409; 
ExparU  Thistlewood,  19  Yes.  Jr.  249 ;  Johnson  v,  Gompton,  6  Gond.  Gh.  R.  20.; 
Lyde  v.  Mjnn,  6  Gond.  Gh.  Ri  229. 

^  Nott  V,  Johnson,  2  Yem.  27. 
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fall  costs;  upon  the  ground,  that  the  amount  paid  for  the  estate  in 
remainder  dependent  upon  so  frail  a  life,  was  so  entirely  too  low 
as  to  be  evidence  of  an  unconscionable  bargain  which  was  altogether 
unfit  to  be  made.^  In  1734,  on  a  bill  to  be  relieved  from  an  assign- 
ment of  a  legacy,  it  appeared  that  Andrew  Mackean  had,  by  his 
will,  given  a  legacy  of  5002.  to  his  nephew  Martin,  if  he  should 
survive  the  testator's  wife,  Catharine,  who,  by  the  will  was  to  have 
the  interest  of  the  5007.  for  her  life,  as  also  the  principal  in  case 
she  should  survive  Martin.  The  nephew  Martin  was  about  twenty- 
four  years  of  age;  had  led  an  extravagant  life,  and  had  been  some- 
time in  Newgate.  The  widow  Catharine  was  about  sixty-four  years 
old;  but  as  to  her  health,  there  was  a  variety  of  evidence.  Martin 
sold  his  interest  in  this  legacy  of  5001.  to  Cole;  for  which  Cole 
stipulated  to  give  lOOZ.,  to  be  paid  in  5{.  per  annum,  with  a  pro- 
viso, that  if  Martin  survived  the  widow,  then  what  should  remain 
due  of  the  lOOZ.  should  be  paid  to  him  within  a  year  after  her 
death;  but  if  he  died  in  her  lifetime,  then  the  5L  per  annum  to 
continue  payable  until  the  lOOZ.  should  be  fully  paid.  The  price 
thus  stipulated  to  be  paid  for  this  legacy,  was  held  to  be  so  much 
below  its  real  value,  that  the  assignment  of  it  would  have  been  set 
aside  as  unreasonable,  had  it  not  been  solemnly  and  repeatedly 
confirmed  by  Martin.* 

12.  It  is  not  unlawful  for  a  remainder-man  or  a  reversioner  to 
sell  his  estate.  Such  sales  are  only  set  aside  because  of  some  fraud- 
ulent conduct  in  the  purchaser,  or  because  of  his  having  taken 
some  undue  advantage  of  the  seller  of  such  an  interest.  Among 
other  circumstances,  inadequacy  of  price  may,  in  all  such  cases,  be 
taken  into  consideration  as  evidence  of  fraud.  But  inadequacy 
of  price  can  only  be  shown  by  making  an  estimate  of  the  then  value 
of  the  life  estate,  and  deducting  that  value  from  the  then  price  of 
the  inheritance,  or  the  absolute  or  renewable  estate.  Some  such 
proportional  valuation  must  have  been  made  in  each  of  these  cases, 
as  well  as  in  those  which  relate  to  the  discharge  of  mortgages  or 
other  incumbrances ;  yet  there  is  nothing  to  be  found  in  the  reports 
of  any  of  them,  nor  in  the  reports  of  those  which  involve  the  appor- 
tionment of  incumbrances^  nor  in  those  which  relate  to  the  abate- 
ment of  specific  legacies  or  to  the  adjustment  of  the  amount  for 
which  an  annuitant  is  to  be  admitted  as  a  creditor  against  the  estate 

1  Twittleton  v.  Griffith,  1  P.  Wms.  310.       *  Cole  v.  Gibbons,  3  P.  Wma.  290. 
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of  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  before  the  year  1750,  which  allndea  to 
any  positive  rale  of  apportionment,  or  that  indicates  the  principles 
by  which  the  conrt  was  governed  in  putting  a  present  value  upon 
a  life  interest  of  any  sort,  or  of  apportioning  any  burthen  between 
such  an  estate  and  a  remainder  or  reversion  dependent  upon  it.^ 

Hfifflish  tables  of  the  expectation  of  life* 

18.  Doctor  Edmund  Halley,  an  eminent  mathematician  of  Eng- 
land, appears  to  have  been  the  first  who  undertook  to  explain  the 
doctrine  of  chances  in  relation  to  the  probable  duration  of  human 
life.  About  the  year  1690,  he  published  his  ^^  Essay  on  the  Deter- 
mination of  the  Degrees  of  Mortality,**  in  order  to  adjust  the  valu- 
ation of  annuities  on  lives,  founded,  as  he  informs  us,  upon  a  table 
of  observations  of  the  births  and  deaths  in  the  city  of  Breslaw  in 
Silesia.'  Soon  after,  the  ^^Observations  on  Chronology,"  involving 
similar  considerations  as  to  the  duration  of  human  life,  were  pub- 
lished by  Sir  Isaac  Newton.'  In  the  year  1746,  M.  Deparcieuz 
published  his  ^^Observations  on  the  Rate  of  Mortality*'  as  it 
occurred  among  the  nominees  of  two  tontines  in  France,  from  1695 
to  1740;  and  on  great  numbers  of  monks  and  nuns  in  France  who 
died  in  the  century  preceding.^  Subsequently  to  which,  Abraham 
de  Moivre,  then  of  England,  published  his  ^^  Essays  on  the  Doctrine 
of  Chances,  and  on  Annuities.**  And  it  is  said,  that  towards  the 
close  of  his  life,  which  happened  in  1754,  he  was  consulted  on  all 
questions  relating  to  chances,  gaming,  and  annuities,  and  by  his 
answers  chiefly  subsisted.'  In  the  year  1740,  Thomas  Simpson, 
an  eminent  English  mathematician,  published  a  *^  Treatise  on  the 
Nature  and  Laws  of  Chance;'*  soon  after  which  he  published  a 
small  volume  on  the  ^^  Doctrine  of  Annuities  ajid  Reversions, 
deduced  from  general  and  evident  principles,  with  useful  tables 
showing  the  value  of  single  and  joint  lives. "  And  in  the  year  1752, 
appeared  his  work  entitled  "  Select  Exercises  for  young  proficients 
in  Mathematics.*'*    In  the  year  1771,  Doctor  Richard  Price,  an 


1  Bjle  V,  Brown,  6  Ezch.  R.  265 ;  Darlej  o.  Singleton,  6  Bzch.  R.  436;  Williams* 
case,  3  Bland,  Gli.  222-227. 
s  Rees'  Gjclo.  tit.  Halle/. 

s  Ibid,  tit  Newton  j  1  Niebuhr's  Rome,  285 ;  16  Westm.  Rev.  328. 
«  Finlaison's  Report,  8 ;  2  Price,  Obser.  454. 
ft  Rees'  Cjdo.  tit  De  MoiTre;  9  Westm.  Rev.  421.      <  Rees'  Cyclo.  tit  Simpson. 
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eminent  Englishman,  published  his  celebrated  work  in  relation  to 
this  matter,  entitled,  '^  Observations  on  Reversionary  Payments/' 
&c.,  the  seventh  edition  of  which,  enlarged  and  improved  by  Wil- 
liam Morgan,  was  published  in  1812.^  The  public  attention,  in 
Great  Britain,  had  not  only  been  thus  repeatedly  called  to  this 
subject,  by  the  publications  of  these  eminent  men;  but  a  very  great 
importance  had  been  given  to  it  by  the  formation,  or  legal  incor- 
poration, from  the  year  1706  to  1765,  of  many  societies  and  bodies 
politic,  for  the  granting  of  annuities  and  insurance  upon  liv^s;' 
and  still  more  so,  by  the  government's  undertaking,  in  1692,  and 
continuing  thereafter  to  raise  revenue  by  the  sale  of  annuities  for 
life  and  for  years/  And  the  governmental  interest  in  the  matter 
was  afterwards  taken  up  in  the  House  of  Commons,  and  investi- 
gated with  great  care.^ 

14.  The  tables  of  Doctor  Halley  were  calculated  from  observa- 
tions made  some  time  prior  to  the  year  1679,  at  Breslaw,  in  Lower 
Silesia.  But  these  tables  have  been  pronounced  so  imperfect  as 
to  be  wholly  unfit  for  use ;'  thus  leaving  to  that  gentleman  no  other 
merit  in  this  respect,  than  that  of  having  been  the  first  to  show  the 
use  of  such  tables,  and  how  they  might  be  constructed  from  correct 
observations/  The  next  tables  are  those  which  may  be  called  the 
London  tables,^  formed  by  Mr.  Simpson  from  the  bills  of  mortality 
for  London  for  ten  years,  from  1759  to  1768 ;  and  as  these  gave 
the  value  of  lives  among  a  body  of  people  taken  in  the  gross,  in 
one  of  the  worst  of  all  situations,  they  are  by  no  means  fit  for 
common  use ;  and  are  therefore  now  never  resorted  to  as  a  means 
of  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  life  even  in  London  itself.^ 

15.  The  next  tables  are  those  formed  by  Dr.  Price  from  bills  of 
mortality  kept  in  the  parish  of  All  Saints  in  the  town  of  North* 


1  Since  that  timOi  Arthur  Morgan,  in  the  year  1834,  pablished  a  set  of  "Tables 
showing  the  total  number  of  persone  assured  in  the  Equitable  Society  (London) 
from  its  commencement  in  September,  1762,  to  January,  1829,"  Ac. 

s  1  Price,  Obser.  72,  97,  104,  109,  119,  142,  158 ;  9  Westm.  Rev.  389. 

s  4  W.  ft  M.  ch.  3,  {  18 ;  6  W.  ft  M.  ch.  5  and  20 ;  1  Anne,  Stat.  2,  ch.  5. 

^  The  report  from  the  select  committee  on  life  annuities,  4  June,  1829 ;  the  report 
of  John  Finlaison,  actuary  of  the  national  debt,  on  the  evidence  and  elementary 
facts  on  which  the  tables  of  life  annuities,  constructed  by  him,  are  founded ;  Wil- 
liams' case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  227,  228. 

ft  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  232. 

•  Rees'  Gyclo.  tit.  Life  Annuities  and  Mortality.  ^  Appendix,  A. 

•  1  Price,  Obser.  211 ;  Bees'  Gyclo.  tit  Life  Annuities  and  Mortality. 
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ampton  in  England,  daring  the  years  1785  to  1780.^  Northampton 
stands  on  a  high  region  in  the  midst  of  England.     It  is  sitnated 
on  the  river  Nen,  and  is  chiefly  built  on  the  slope,  and  near  the 
top  of  a  hill,  and  is  generally  clean  and  pleasant*    The  parish  of 
All  Saints  embraces  about  half  the  population  of  the  town.'     The 
next  table  is  that  which  has  been  formed  for  Carlisle,'  one  of  the 
most  northerly  towns  of  England.     The  situation  of  Carlisle  is 
extremely  beautiful;   it  stands  on  gently  rising  ground  in  the 
midst  of  extensive  and  fertile  meadows,  terminated  by  distant 
mountains,  and  watered  by  the  Eden,  the  Caldew,.and  the  PeteriL 
The  two  former  of  these  rivers  flow  on  different  sides  of  the  city; 
and  their  banks  and  contiguous  meadows  afford  a  number  of  pleasant 
walks  to  the  inhabitants.     The  degree  of  salubrity  of  these  two 
places,  Northampton  and  Carlisle,  and  the  diseases  arising  from 
the  climate,  with  which  they  are  visited,  may  be  considered  as 
sufficiently  indicated  by  this  brief  description  of  their  situation. 
But  it  is  not  stated  whether  the  population  was  stationary  or  not 
at  those  places  when  those  tables  were  formed ;  and  yet  it  is  evident 
that  the  migrations  or  shiftings  of  the  population  must  necessarily 
affect  all  observations  of  the  duration  of  life  made  from  accounts 
of  births  and  deaths  alone.^    The  Carlisle  tables  were  formed  from 
the  results  of  observations  made  during  the  years  1779  to  1780, 
upon  a  population  of  eight  .thousand  persons  in  that  place.     But 
it  does  not  appear  whether  the  parish  of  All  Saints  in  Northampton 
was  inhabited  exclusively  or  disproportionably  by  rich,  or  by  poor; 
nor  is  it  said  of  what  class  the  eight  thousand  persons  of  Carlisle 
was  composed.    Both  of  these  last  mentioned  tables  are  evidently 
formed  upon  too  narrow  a  basis  to  be  applied  to  all  England;  and 
are  the  result  of  observations  confined  to  too  short  a  period  of 
time,  and  are  made  without  any  discrimination  whatever,  as  to 
class,  occupation,  or  sex.     The  Northampton  tables,  however,  have 
been  adopted  by  many  of  the  insurance  offices  in  England,  in  cases 
of  insurance  for  lives. 

16.  The  Equitable  Insurance  Company  of  London  has  been 
regarded  as  the  most  wealthy  and  extensive  institution  of  the  kind 
in  Europe.  This  company,  from  their  own  observations  and  experi- 
ence, formed  tables,  such  as  they  deemed  safe  to  follow,  with  a 


1  Appendix,  A.  *  2  Price,  Obser.  94. 

t  Appendix,  A.  «  Baea'  Cyclo.  Ut.  MortaUty. 
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view  to  profit.  These  tables,  called  the  Equitable  Tables,  have 
been  often  resorted  to  as  gaides,  and  have  been  from  time  to  time 
revised  by  the  actuaries  of  the  institution.^  The  next  set  of  tables 
is  that  of  Sweden,  which  appears  to  have  been  constructed  in  a 
very  satisfactory  manner,  upon  returns  carefully  collected  in  the 
years  1755  to  1776,  and  corrected  from  other  returns  from  the 
years  1775  to  1796,  and  from  1801  to  1805,  from  the  population 
of  the  whole  of  Sweden  and  Finland.'  These  tables  may  be  trusted 
as  accurately  exhibiting  the  chances  of  mortality  among  the  whole 
population  of  those  two  countries,  but  not  the  relative  chances 
among  the  different  classes  of  that  population.  But  the  climate  of 
those  countries,  the  severe  and  fatal  changes  of  the  seasons,  and 
other  peculiarities,  influencing  health  and  longevity,  differ  so 
greatly  from  those  of  most  other  countries,  as  to  render  this  set  of 
tables,  unaided  by  other  evidence,  insuflScient  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  exact  average  mortality  among  the  population  of  other 
and  different  regions.' 

17.  Another  set  of  European  tables  was  constructed  about  the 
year  1825,  by  John  Finlaison,  the  actuary  of  the  National  Debt 
Office  of  England.^  These  tables  were  deduced  from  observations 
upon  the  life  annuitants  of  the  English  government,  composed  of 
all  classes  dispersed  over  all  England,  and  amounting  to  nearly 
twenty-five  thousand  people,  during  a  period  of  more  than  thirty 
years.  But  against  these  tables  it  may  be  objected,  as  aga^ist  those 
of  Sweden,  that  they  appear  to  be  based  upon  a  view  of  the  popu- 
lation of  the  whole  country,  without  distinction  as  to  particular 
places  of  habitation,  or  any  discrimination  as  to  the  people,  other 
than  the  duration  of  life  of  each  sex ;  and  also,  that  those  State 
annuitants  may  be  regarded  as  a  selection  of  the  best  lives  from  the 
common  mass.^  Nevertheless,  these  tables  of  Finlaison's,  are  now 
considered  by  many  as  the  most  comprehensive,  accurate,  and 
generally  trustworthy  tables  extant  for  England.* 

Difference  between  the  expectation  of  life  and  the  probabilities  of  life. 

18.  It  should  be  recollected,  that  in  the  language  of  mathema- 


1  9  Westm.  Rev.  393.    See  Appendix,  A.  '  Appendix,  A. 

s  1  Malth.  Popa.  b.  2,  c.  2  ;  9  Westm.  Rer.  386.  ^  Appendix,  A. 

«  2  Price,  Obser.  454. 
•  9  Westm.  Ber.  398,  403 ;  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Oh.  232-235. 
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ticians  who  treat  of  this  matter,  the  probahiUide$  of  life  and  the 
expectation  of  life,  are  different.  By  the  probabilities  of  life,  iB 
meam  the  likelihood  that  all  who  are  bom  in  any  particular  place 
or  country,  or  that  of  any  given  number  born,  bo  many  will  be 
found  alive  at  any  given  age ;  as,  for  example,  according  to  Dr. 
Halley's  tables,  out  of  one  thousand  persons  born,  only  five  hun- 
dred and  ninety-eight  will  live  to  reach  the  twentieth  year  of  tiieir 
age ;  but  according  to  the  London  tables,  of  the  same  number  bom, 
three  hundred  and  sixty  will  reach  that  age ;  thus  exhibiting  a  view 
of  the  waste  of  life  from  birth  to  that  age.  By  the  expectation  of 
life,  is  meant  that  particular  number  of  years  which  a  life  of  a  given 
age  has  an  equal  chance  of  enjoying ;  or  the  time  that  such  person 
may  reasonably  expect  to  live.  Tables  showing  the  expectation  of 
life  are  formed  from  those  showing  the  probabilities  of  life.^ 

Case$  in  England  after  the  construction  of  mathematical  tables, 

19.  A  case  determined,  after  much  deliberation,  about  the  year 
1750,  appears  to  have  been  the  first  in  which  any  allusion  was  made 
in  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  to  the  mode  adopted  by  mathe- 
maticians for  ascertaining  the  present  value  of  a  life  interest  of  any 
kind;^  which  mode,  however,  after  that  time,  seems  to  have  been 
well  understood ;  and  has  been  often  referred  to  in  those  courts.' 
It  would  seem,  that  so  early  as  1759,  the  arbitrary  rule  of  consider- 
ing an  estate  for  life  in  land,  as  equivalent  in  value  to  one-third  of 
the  whole,  was  not  implicitly  followed.^  In  1785,  the  rule  was  put 
aside  as  unjust ;  and  each  interest  directed  to  be  valued  according 
to  its  actual  worth,  and  in  due  proportion.^  In  the  year  1787,  it 
appears  that  among  other  kinds  of  evidence,  tables  showing  the 
expectation  of  life,  were  resorted  to  as  a  means  of  ascertaining  the 
value  of  a  life  interest  ;^  and  it  was  declared,  that  the  division  which 
the  court  had  formerly  made  of  a  burthen  upon  the  whole,  of  one- 
third  to  the  tenant  for  life,  had  been  found  to  be  arithmetically 
wrong,  though  the  principle  that  it  should  be  borne  in  proportion, 
was  right.^     In  the  year  1798,  this  matter  having  been  again  sub- 

1  2  Price,  Obser.  4,  251,  254,  290.  297 ;  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  237. 

>  Chesterfield  v.  Janssen,  2  Yes.  Sr.  127.  >  Nichols  v.  Gould,  2  Yes.  Sr.  433. 

^  Lawrence  v,  Maggs,  1  Eden,  453 ;  Pickering  v.  Yowles,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  198. 

B  Nightingale  v.  Lawson,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  440 ;  a.  c.  1  Gox,  181. 

•  Heathcote  v,  Paignon,  2  Bro.  G.  C.  167  ;  Griffith  o.  Spratie7,  1  Goz,  389. 

7  Stone  V.  Tbeed,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  243. 
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mitted  for  consideration,  the  old  rale  was  entirelj  exploded ;  and 
it  was  declared,  that  the  doctrine  of  charging  one-third  upon  the 
tenant  for  life  could  not  hold,  and  was  not  to  be  applied  in  any 
case.  That  it  was  a  most  unreasonable  and  absurd  rule ;  for,  it 
being  admitted  that  every  person  should  contribute  according  to 
his  interest,  a  man  of  the  age  of  eighty,  with,  perhaps,  not  a  year 
to  live,  must  be  said  to  have  as  much  interest  as  one  of  twenty.^ 

20.  The  matter,  it  is  said,  had,  in  some  of  the  cases  determined 
prior  to  the  year  1804,  been  very  anxiously,  frequently,  and  gravely 
considered,  although  it  does  not  appear  from  the  reports  of  them, 
because  of  the  intricacy  of  the  subject,  and  of  its  not  being  easy  to 
follow  a  discussion  upon  so  difficult  a  question  in  which  great  nicety 
of  fact  and  calculation  were  involved.  And  it  was  then  finally  laid 
down,  as  a  general  rule  in  all  cases,  where  a  present  value  was  to 
be  put  upon  an  annuity  for  life,  or  any  other  life  interest  in  pro- 
perty, as  well  as  where  a  burthen  was  to  be  borne  by  a  particular 
tenant  and  a  remainder-man  or  reversioner,  that  the  estimate  must 
be  made  with  reference  to  the  then  actual  nature  of  the  life ;  and, 
that  an  apportionment  of  the  burthen  must  be  adjusted  between  the 
several  holders  of  the  estate,  so  that,  if  the  particular  tenant  was 
bound  to  pay  in  any  degree,  he  was  made  to  pay  in  proportion  to 
the  benefit  he  in  fact  took  under  the  transaction ;  and  that  the 
remainder-man,  or  reversioner,  was  made  to  pay  with  reference  to 
his  proportion  of  the  benefit ;  which  estimate  and  adjustment  must 
be  made  upon  facts,  and  not  upon  mere  speculation.^ 

Expectation  of  Itfe  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with  that  in 

Europe, 

21.  From  such  information  as  we  possess,  it  may  be  confidently 
assumed,  that  the  average. rate  of  mortality  is,  in  general,  not 
greater  in  this  country  than  in  any  part  of  Europe ;  and  that  taking 
into  consideration  all  political  and  natural  causes,  as  compared  with 
England,  in  this  respect  the  most  favored  portion  of  Europe,' 
the  circumstances  of  the  United  States  are,  in  general,  fully  as 


1  White  V.  White,  4  Yes.  Jr.  24;  Penrh/n  v.  Haghes,  6  Yes.  Jr.  107. 
s  White  V,  White,  9  Yes.  Jr.  554 ;  AUan  o.  Backhouse,  2  Yes.  k  Bea.  78 ;  WU- 
tiams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  240,  241. 

t  2  Soath.  Rev.  153  ;  1  Malthas,  Popa.  477. 
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favorable  to  the  duration  of  human  life  as  in  any  other  country  of 
the  world.  For,  after  making  the  largest  allowance  for  acces- 
sions to  our  number  by  emigration/  and  for  the  greater  number  of 
marriages  here  than  elsewhere,  it  will  be  found,  that  in  no  country 
has  the  population  increased  so  rapidly  as  in  the  United  States. 
Marriages,  although  earlier  and  more  numerous,  are,  on  an  average, 
not  much  more  fruitful  here  than  in  other  countries.'  And  the 
general  ultimate  term  of  human  existence,  although  extended  here 
as  far  as  anywhere,  not  having  been  materially  enlarged,  the  rapid 
increase  of  our  population  can  only,  therefore,  be  accounted  for  by 
admitting  it  to  be  a  fact,  that  of  those  born  here,  a  greater  propor- 
tion approximate  to  the  ultimate  term  of  life  than  in  any  other 
country ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  rapid  duplication  of  our  popu- 
lation is  more  owing  to  a  diminished  mortality  than  to  an  increased 
number  of  births,  or  to  any  accessions  from  emigration.'  This, 
however,  is  only  a  general  conclusion  deducible  from  the  several 
enumerations  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  whole  Union,  which  might 
not  be  alike  applicable  to  every  State  or  even  to  any  larger  division 
of  the  confederacy.  But  it  is  a  general  conclusion  which  will  be 
found  to  be  mainly  corroborated  by  a  comparison  of  some  of  the 
principal  causes  affecting  human  life  here,  with  those  of  a  similar 
nature  in  other  countries.  Among  citizens,  our  government  admits 
of  no  political  distinctions ;  there  are  no  aristocratic  or  religious 
classes  hanging  as  a  dead  weight  upon  the  rest  of  the  community. 
There  being  fewer  drones,  and  a  larger  proportion  of  active  pro- 
ducers, the  necessaries  and  comforts  of  life  are  more  abundant,  and 
more  generally  and  equally  diffused  here  than  in  any  of  the  Euro- 
.  pean  nations.  In  addition  to  which,  the  soil  of  our  country  being 
more  fertile,  and  a  greater  proportion  of  it  fit  for  cultivation,  than 
that  of  Europe,  the  means  of  subsistence  may  be  obtained  here  in 
larger  measure  and. with  less  labor  than  there;  insomuch  so,  that 
no  one  has  yet  ventured  to  predict  when  our  population  will  be  so 
numerous  as  to  have  its  further  increase  checked  by  the  want  of 
food.* 


1  Seybert,  SUt  Ann.  28,  30. 

*  2  Sparks'  Franklin's  Works,  313 ;  2  Price,  Obser.  42 ;  2  Mathos,  Popa.  b.  2,  c 
9  ;  9  Westm.  Rev.  419. 

>  2  Price,  Obser.  51  ;  1  Malthns,  Popu.  386. 

«  Darby's  View  U.  States,  434  ;  Seybert's  Stat.  Ann.  51,  52  ;  2  Sparks'  Franklin's 
Works,  311;  2  Haltbus,  Popa.  53;  Wimams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  247,  24S. 
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DiffieultieM  in  forming  tables  of  the  expectation  of  life  in  the 

United  States. 

22.  However  desirable  it  maj  be  to  obtain  correctly  formed 
tables  of  the  expectation  of  life  in  the  United  States,  as  a  means  of 
estimating  the  yalue  of  life  interests  in  property,  yet,  from  the  con- 
tinual oscillations  of  our  population,  it  must  be  exceedingly  difficult 
to  make  any  correct  observations  as  to  the  average  rate  of  mortality 
in  any  of  the  States  of  our  Union.^  The  two  strong  ties,  poverty 
and  wealth,  which  prevent  migrations,  have  been  often  broken  by 
the  oppressions  of  government  in  the  old  world ;  but  in  our  country, 
the  universal  parental  care  of  the  government  and  the  equal  distri- 
bution of  property,  lifting  all  above  want,  and  dispersing,  at  short 
intervals,  the  great  accumulations  of  wealth,  leave  it  in  the  power 
of  all  to  remove  at  pleasure ;  so  that  the  peculiar  temptations  of 
advantage  offered  by  the  various  regions  of  our  country  cause  con- 
tinual and  most  extraordinary  shiftings  of  our  population.  It  is 
admitted,  as  regards  even  the  comparatively  stationary  circum- 
stances of  the  cities  of  Europe,  that  a  large  allowance  must  be 
made  for  the  adult  population  annually  poured  into  them  from  the 
country.'  But,  as  to  the  cities  of  this  Union,  the  annual  accession 
of  some  of  them  from  the  country  has  been  so  great  as  to  confound 
all  calculation.' 

23.  The  making  of  observations  as  to  the  expectation  of  human 
life  here,  however,  is  not  only  rendered  difficult  by  the  extra- 
ordinary shifting  of  our  population,  but  those  difficulties  are  much 
increased  by  the  changes  continually  going  on  in  the  salubrity  of 
many  situations  in  our  country.  ^^The  territory  of  Maryland," 
says  Chancellor  Bland,^  ^'when  the  first  settlers  seated  themselves 
upon  it,  was  everywhere  covered  by  a  thick  and  lofty  forest,  and 
drained  by  innumerable  rivulets,  creeks,  and  rivers,  all  pouring 
into  the  great  Chesapeake.  A  territory  so  shaded,  and  so  netted 
with  humid  valleys  and  watercourses,  many  of  them  descending 
from  rugged  and  elevated  mountains,  under  a  climate  ranging  from 
such  high  degrees  of  heat  in  summer  to  such  low  degrees  of  cold 

1  1  Malthof,  Popa.  22.  '  1  Malthas,  Popa.  46S. 

*  Sejbert,  Stat  Ann.  48 ;  2  Price,  Obser.  Etsay  2 ;  WiUiams'  case,  3  Bland,  Oh. 
24S,  249. 

•  *  In  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Oh.  250.    See,  also,  obseryations  of  Baffin,  G.  J., 
in  Atkios  p.  Kron,  8  Ired.  Eq.  1. 
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in  winter,  it  is  evident,  must  have  been,  in  its  primitive  state,  pro- 
dactive  of  causes  affecting  human  life  differing  materially  in  malig- 
nity from  those  which  had  been  found  to  arise  over  any  equal  space 
of  Europe.  But  the  active  civilized  people  who  took  possession  of 
Maryland,  as  they  increased  in  nvmbers  and  advanced,  felled  large 
spaces  of  the  forest,  and  laid  bare,  drained,  and  cultivated  the  soiL 
These  operations,  by  changing  the  state  of  things,  may  have  pro- 
duced some  changes  in  the  climate;  and  have,  no  doubt,  been 
attended  by  some  ameliorations  in  the  salubrity  of  the  country, 
which,  it  is  more  than  probable,  will  continue  to  go  on  until  oar  popu- 
lation becomes  as  dense  as  that  of  the  best  portions  of  Europe."^ 

Mathematieal  tables  canstmcted  in  the  United  States. 

24.  In  consequence  of  the  difficulties  above  suggested,  but  few 
tables  of  the  expectation  of  life  have  been  calculated  from  observa- 
tions made  in  this  country.  Among  those  which  have  been  formed 
may  be  named  Dr.  Wigglesworth's  tables,  founded  on  observations 
made  in  New  England;^  and  tables  constructed  from  results  fur- 
nished by  the  records  of  the  Episcopal  Church  and  of  the  Board 
of  Health  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia.'  A  writer  in  the  Southern 
Review  has  intimated  that  he  had,  for  some  years,  been  endeavor- 
ing to  collect  data  upon  which  to  found  a  calculation  of  the  average 
duration  of  life  in  the  Southern  Atlantic  States,  comprising  Georgia, 
the  Carolinas,  and  Virginia.^  But  it  would  seem  that  the  princi- 
pal materials  which  have,  as  yet,  been  collected,  likely  to  afford 
aid  in  the  formation  of  such  a  table,  are  the  few  and  imperfect 
bills  of  mortality  kept  in  some  of  the  cities ;'  the  reports  of  the 
surgeons  of  the  army  as  to  the  health  of  the  troops  at  the  places 
where  detachments  of  them  have  been  stationed;  the  pension  list, 
and  the  census  of  the  Union.^  Indeed,  the  doctrine  of  chances,  in 
relation  to  the  expectation  of  human  life,  as  a  means  of  ascertain- 
ing the  present  value  of  life  interests,  does  not  appear  to  have  been 

1  Darby's  View,  U.  S.  421,  427 ;  Hnme's  Essays,  Of  the  Popalonsnets  of  Ancient 
Nations;  Taylor's  Arator,  Number  51,  Draining. 

*  Memoirs  of  the  American  Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences,  toI.  ii.,  p.  131 ;  Easta- 
brook  V,  Hapgood,  10  Mass.  313,  316,  note;  Appendix,  B. 

s  Seybert,  Stot  Ann.  51 ;  Trans.  Philo.  Soc.  Pbilada.,  vol.  ill.,  No.  7,  p.  25;  2 
Malth.  Popn;  16;  Appendix,  A. 
«  2  South.  Rey.  175.  «  Seybert's  Stat.  Ann.  49. 

•  WiHiams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  246. 
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in  any  way  noticed  in  our  laws  until  after  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence. In  several  of  the  States,  companies  have  been  incor- 
porated, with  power  to  grant  life  annuities,  and  to  make  assurances 
of  lives;  which,  on  the  part  of  such  companies  particularly,  must 
necessarily  involve  a  careful  consideration  of  what  may  be  deemed 
the  expectation  of  human  life  at  various  ages.  But  little  is  to 
be  found,  however,  in  the  judicial  proceedings  in  our  country  in 
relation  to  this  matter.^ 

Mctewt  to  whieh  mathematical  tables  may  he  relied  upon  in  estimating 

the  probable  duration  of  life. 


a 


25.  It  has  been  said  by  an  accomplished  mathematician,  that 
the  basis  of  all  questions  having  reference  to  the  failure  or  con- 
tinuance of  life,  is  well  known  to  be  the  law  of  mortality,  or  the 
probability  that  a  human  being,  who  may  be  in  any  given  year  of 
age,  will  die  in  that  same  year.  If  this  be  accurately  determined 
for  each  and  every  single  year  in  the  natural  life  of  mankind,  all 
other  questions  whatever,  of  a  financial  nature,  are  capable  of 
precise  solution,  being  merely  so  many  arithmetical  results.  The 
said  probability,  however,  can  only  be  arrived  at  through  the  expe- 
rience of  what  has  already  happened  to  a  great  number  of  other 
human  beings,  all  in  the  very  same  circumstances  with  the  person 
whose  case  is  under  consideration.* '* 

26.  It  is  to  be  remarked,  however,  that  there  are  few  situations 
as  to  which  any  observations  have  been  made,  from  which  tables 
have  been  formed ;  and  yet,  without  any  allowance  for  differences, 
those  few  tables  have  been  used  as  if  they  were  alike  applicable  to 
all  times  and  circumstances.  This  is  a  great  error.  Such  tables, 
as  regards  other  situations,  can  only  be  used  by  way  of  analogy, 
and  can  be  relied  on,  in  so  far  only  as  it  can  be  shown  by  advert- 
ing to  all  the  causes  which  materially  affect  human  life,  that  the 
situation  to  which  the  tables  are  proposed  to  be  applied  for  inform- 
ation is  altogether,  or  very  nearly  similar  to  that  for  which  they 
were  made.  Tables  showing  the  expectation  of  life  at  different 
ages  over  the  whole  of  Sweden,  for  instance,  could  not  be  followed 
as  safe  guides  for  ascertaining  the  expectation  of  life,  at  the  same 
ages,  over  the  whole  of  Hindostan.  And  so,  too,  it  would  be 
improper  to  take  the  tables  of  expectation  formed  for  the  city  of 

1  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  252.      <  Finlaison's  Report,  1.    See  ante,  {  13. 
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London  as  rales  for  ascertaining  the  expectation  of  life  in  W^es. 
The  causes  materiallj  affecting  the  duration  of  human  life,  at  the 
time  and  place  for  which  a  table  has  been  made,  must,  therefore, 
be  understood  and  compared  with  those  of  the  place  where  the  life 
in  question  exists,  before  such  allowance  can  be  made  for  the  differ- 
ence, should  there  be  any,  as  will  warrant  the  use  of  such  table  as 
a  means  of  ascertaining  the  value  of  each  life.^ 

27.  In  considering  this  subject,  in  a  case  before  them,  the  Mary- 
land Court  of  Appeals  said:  ^^The  chancellor,  in  his  decree,  has 
adopted  the  value  which  was  ascertained  by  the  auditor  by  refer- 
ence to  Dr.  H  alley's  table  of  observations,  which  has  been  used 
in  England  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  value  of  life  annui- 
ties and  reversionary  interests.     These  tables  are  framed  upon 
long  and  accurate  observations  on  the  bills  of  mortality  in  England, 
and  in  other  places ;  and  may  not  be  an  unsafe  guide  for  the  pur- 
pose in  the  region  or  latitude  for  which  they  were  calculated.'  But 
the  probiability  of  the  duration  of  human  life  can  not  be  the  same 
in  every  latitude  and  climate.     In  the  one,  it  may  be  prolonged  to 
the  greatest  age;   in  the  other,  abbreviated  to  what,  in  a  more 
healthy  region,  would  be  considered  as  but  a  middle  age;  and  even, 
indeed,  in  the  same  district  of  country,  the  chance  for  the  duration 
of  life  is  by  no  means  the  same.     Thus,  would  tables  suited  for  the 
lowlands  of  Louisiana  furnish  any  index  of  the  duration  of  human 
life  in  the  highlands  of  Maryland  ?    And,  even  in  our  own  State, 
could  any  dependence  be  placed  in  the  calculation  of  the  value  of 
an  annuity,  or  of  a  reversion  expectant  upon  a  life,  which  would 
say,  that  as  great  a  probability  existed  for  the  duration  of  human 
life  amid  the  marshes  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  as  in  the  mountains 
of  Allegheny  ?    These  observations  will  be  found  to  be  verified  by 
an  examination  of  Dr.  Halley's  tables,  as  suited  to  different  parts 
of  England,  and  to  places  on  the  continent.    Whether  these  tables, 
upon  which  the  chancellor's  decree  is  founded,  are  suitable  to  this 
State,  could  only  be  told  by  a  long  series  of  observations  here, 
which  not  having  been  made,  we  conceive  it  would  be  unsafe  to 
adopt  them."^ 

28.  *^In  all  our  inquiries  for  this  purpose,"  remarks  Chancellor 


1  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Cb.  232.  >  See  ante,  {{  13, 14. 

*  Maryland  Court  of  Appeals,  in  Dorsej  v.  Smith,  7  Har.  it  J.  366.    See  post, 
ii  42,  47. 
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• 

Bland,  in  a  sabseqaent  case,^  ^^it  should  be  borne  in  mind,  how- 
ever, that  it  appears  from  observations  everywhere,  that  there  is 
an  ultimate  term  beyond  which  human  life  can  not  be  extended; 
that  the  days  of  our  years  are  threescore  years  and  ten,  and  if  by 
reason  of  strength  they  be  fourscore  years,  yet  is  their  strength 
labor  and  sorrow.^  And  that  the  extreme  term  of  existence  is  not 
surpassed,  because  a  greater  number,  under  some  favorable  circum- 
stances, approach  it.  The  boundary  seems  to  have  remained 
impassable  since  the  days  of  Eli  the  priest,  a  period  of  at  least 
three  thousand  years,  who  was  ninety  and  eight  years  old,  and 
his  eyes  were  dim  that  he  could  not  see ;  and  he  died,  for  he  was 
an  old  man  and  heavy,  and  had  judged  Israel  forty  years.'  Neither 
does  it  appear  that  the  ordinary  events  of  forming  connections  in 
marriage,  and  rearing  families  at  the  usual  periods  of  life,  have  at 
all  varied  within  the  same  length  of  time.^  It  must  also  be  recol- 
lected, that  it  has  been  observed  everywhere  and  at  all  times,  that 
although  more  males  than  females,  are  born;'  yet,  from  birth^  to 
old  age,  through  every  period  of  life,  even  that  which  is  most  peril- 
ous to  females,  the  time  of  child-bearing,^  the  expectation  of  life  is 
greater  in  favor  of  females  than  of  males.'  There  is,  however, 
some  reason  to  believe,  that  although  an  unquestionable  state  of 
celibacy,  as  that  of  the  condition  of  nuns  in  a  convent,  has  no  effect 
in  shortening  female  life  before  fifty ;  yet  that  after  that  age,  the 
mortality  among  them  becomes  more  severe.^  So  that  it  must  be 
regarded  as  an  established  truth,  and  a  general  rule,  that  there  is 
something  in  the  physical  constitution  of  males  more  frail  and  deli- 
cate than  in  that  of  females ;  or  that,  in  general,  there  is  a  greater 
degree  of  tenacity  of  life  in  females  than  in  males.^^  And  it  must 
likewise  be  borne  in  mind,  that  in  fixing  a  general  rule,  or  adjust- 
ing a  table  of  the  duration  of  human  life,  so  far  as  any  judicial 
inquiry  is  concerned,  the  object  is  not  to  lay  down  a  rule  which 
may  be  safely  or  profitably  followed  by  an  insurance  company,  but 

1  In  Wmiams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  229-231. 

'  Psalms,  zc.  10;  2  Samuel,  ziz.  32.  '  1  Samnel,  iv.'15-18. 

«  Finlaison's  Report,  18 ;  2  Malth.  Popn.  b.  3,  ch.  1,  pt  86 ;  Reply  to  Malth. 
247. 

*  2  Price,  Obser.  106,  127,  128.  •  Ibid.,  106,  131.  '  Ibid.,  408, 442. 

B  1  Price,  Obser.  8,  89,  95,  129,  136,  233 ;  2  Price,  Obser.  43 ;  Rees,  Gjclo.  tit 
Marriage  and  Mortalitj ;  9  Westm.  Rer.  397,  398 ;  Seybert's  Stat  Ann.  44 ;  2  South. 
Rev.  177. 

•  Finlaison's  Rep.  8 ;  2  Price,  Obser.  132.  i«  2  Price,  Obser.  Ill,  230. 
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to  establish  the  truth,  which  involyes  nothing  more  than  a  consider- 
ation of  those  facts  in  relation  to  the  actual  continuance  q£  human 
life  in  the  place  where  the  specified  life  exists,  so  as  to  calculate 
from  them  a  proper  average  as  to  its  reasonably  expected  duration. 
29,  ^*It  seems  to  be  generaUy  admitted/'  the  chancellor  con* 
tinues,  ^'that  marriages  are  not  more  fruitful  now  than  in  past 
ages,  and  in  stages  of  society  having  much  less  of  the  comforts,  or 
even  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  than  at  present ;  that  the  poor  bring 
forth  more  children  than  the  rich,  but  preserve  fewer  ;^  and  yet 
that  the  population  increases  much  more  rapidly  in  modern  than  in 
ancient  times.'  These  facts  only  show,  however,  that  the  present 
is  more  friendly  to  human  life  than  the  past  state  of  society ;  and 
that  the  probability,  as  well  as  the  average  duration,  or  mean  term 
of  life,  as  people  advance  from  a  savage  to  a  highly  civilised  state 
of  society,  have  improved,  with  their  improved  habits  and  condi- 
tion ;  which  has  certainly  been  the  case  in  England,  and  much 
more  so  in  France,  since  the  revolution  in  that  country.^  The  dura- 
tion of  the  lives  of  those  who  come  into  existence,  is  not  only  very 
materially  affected  by  the  greater  abundance  of  the  means  of  sub- 
sistence with  the  increase  and  variety  of  comforts  to  be  had,  in  a 
generally  improved  state  of  society,  but  also  by  the  climate  and 
salubrity  of  the  country  or  situation  in  which  such  lives  happen  to 
be  placed,  as  well  as  the  political  causes,  such  as  the  arbitrary 
nature  of  the  government,  or  the  grade  of  society  under  which  thej 
may  be  cast/  It  has  been  observed,  from  a  very  remote  period, 
that  the  high  and  mountainous  regions  of  Germany,  have  always 
been  much  more  healthy  than  the  low  margins  of  its  great  rirers 
and  sea  coasts  ;*  and  indeed  over  the  whole  world  the  degree  of 
salubrity  often  varies  with  a  mile  of  difference  in  location.  It  is 
universally  admitted  that  large  cities  are  less  favorable  to  the 
duration  of  human  life  than  country  situations ;  insomuch  so,  that 
great  cities  have  been  justly  termed  Hhe  sepulchers  of  the  dead 
and  the  hospitals  of  the  living.'  The  difference  between  the  dura- 
tion of  human  life  in  all  cities  of  such  magnitude  as  London,  Paris, 
Vienna,  Berlin,  and  the  country,  has  always,  and  at  all  times, 
been  very  great.  Bat  this  difference  lessens  with  the  smaller  towns ; 

1  9  Westm.  Rev.  413.  >  2  South.  Rer.  178 ;  9  Westm.  Rev.  402. 

s  1  Maltb.  Popn.  62,  385,  401,  413;  1  Price,  Obser.   182,  186;  9  Westm.  Rev. 
388,  395,  398,  399;  2  Soath  Rer.  175. 
«  2  Soath.  Rev.  186.  s  1  Mftlth.  Popu.  380 ;  2  Price,  Obeer.  242. 


GH.  XXIV.]  ABSIGNMBNT  OF  A  GROBS  BUM.  685 

80  that,  as  between  mere  villages  and  the  countrj,  it  is  nothing  at 
alL"i 

80.  The  expectation  of  life  varies  not  only  with  country  and 
place,  bnt  also  according  to  the  grade  and  condition  of  individuals 
in  society ;  and  snch  variations  are  most  remarkable  in  those  conn- 
tries  in  which  the  grades  and  conditions  are  most  strongly  dis- 
tinguished. In  England,  as  well  as  in  all  the  other  countries  of  the 
old  world,  the  expectation  of  life  is  greatest  in  favor  of  those  of  the 
middle  classes,  and  least  favorable  to  those  of  the  aristocratic 
orders,  whose  lives  are  curtailed  by  their  intemperance  and  debauche- 
ries f  and  to  those  of  the  mere  operatives,  whose  lives  are  shortened 
by  the  oppressions  and  privations  under  which  they  suffer.'  Con- 
sequently, a  table  formed  for  a  whole  country  collectively,  can  not 
be  altogether  correct  for  every  particular  situation,  or  for  each  class 
of  society  of  the  same  country. 

81.  In  the  inquiries  which  have  been  made  concerning  the  dura- 
tion of  human  life,  much  has  been  said  as  to  the  insalubrity  of  par- 
ticular situations ;  as  to  the  causes,  prevalence,  and  cure  of  diseases ; 
and  also  as  to  the  political  causes  which  materially  affect  the 
continuance  of  human  life ;  but  with  all,  or  any  of  those  causes, 
or  with  the  prevention,  or  removal  of  any  of  them,  a  court  of  justice, 
when  called  upon  merely  to  determine  the  present  value  of  a  life 
estate,  can  have  no  concern,  further  than  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  derive  information  by  analogy.^ 

82.  In  estimating  the  value  of  estates  for  life,  and  in  making  an 
apportionment  among  the  several  owners  of  real  estate,  it  appears 
that  the  English  courts  have  latterly,  in  almost  all  cases,  sought 
assistance  from  the  tables  formed  by  mathematicians  of  the  expec- 
tation of  life  in  that  country,  without  receiving  them,  except,  per- 
haps, in  the  case  of  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  a  deceased  per- 
son's estate,^  as  in  any  respect  conclusive.^    Because,  as  a  basis  for 

1  1  Price,  Obser.  127;  2  Price,  Obser.  30,  33,  45,  49,  65,  83,  127,  218,  226;  1 
Malth.  Popa.  392  ;  2  Malth.  Popn.  487. 
s  9  Westm.  Rer.  388. 

*  Ibid.;  14  Westm.Rev.  390,  note;  1  Price,  Obser.  150;  2  Price,  Obser.  144;  3 
Lond.  k  Westm.  Rev.  art.  8  ;  2  Sparks'  Franklin's  Works,  324. 

^  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  231-2. 
s  Bz parte  Tbistlewood,  19  Ves.  Jr.  250. 

•  Heathcote  v.  Paignon,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  167 ;  Griffith  v.  Spratlej,  1  Oox,  389 ;  Erans 
V,  Ghessbire,  Belt's  Snpp.  to  Ves.  306;  Gowland  v.  De  Faria,  17  Yes.  Jr.  25;  Bx 
parte  Tbistlewood,  19  Yes.  Jr.  236;  £x  parU  Whitehead,  1  Merir.  127  ;  Daris  v. 
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all  those  tables  a  certain  average  rate  of  mortality  being  established 
or  assumed,  they  are  then  the  result  of  calculations  upon  mere  age, 
taking  all  lives  of  the  same  age  to  be  of  equal  value,  considering 
none  as  bad  that  are  ordinarily  good.  But  the  constitutions  of 
individuals  differ  essentially;  the  health  of  the  same  individual 
may  have  been  materially  affected  by  accident  or  climate ;  or  he 
may  have  a  latent  disease  which  has,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree, 
affected  his  duration  of  life  for  many  years.  All  such  circumstances 
must  be  taken  into  consideration ;  and,  therefore,  no  ordinary  table 
of  the  expectation  of  life,  although  it  may  afford  much  useful  infoN 
mation,  can  alone  be  taken  as  giving  a  correct  general  rule  for  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  life  of  any  particular  individual.^ 

Method  in  Europe  of  ascertaining  the  fee  simple  value  from  the 

rental  value. 

38.  In  England,  and  indeed,  as  it  would  seem,  all  over  Europe, 
for  a  great  length  of  time  past,  the  most  usual,  or  perhaps  the  only 
method  of  coming  at  the  fee  simple  value,  has  been,  first  to  ascer- 
tain the  fair  rental  value  or  price  by  the  year ;  and  to  multiply  that 
by  the  number  of  years'  purchase  which  the  existing  demand  for 
land  will  bear  in  the  given  situation  at  the  time.  The  ratio  between 
the  rental  and  the  sale^  value  of  land,  in  England,  varies  from 
twenty  to  forty  years ;  that  is,  a  parcel  of  land  the  fair  rental  value 
of  which  is  one  hundred  pounds,  is  worth,  in  common  cases,  from 
two  thousand  to  four  thousand  pounds.  In  England,  a  very  large 
proportion  of  the  lands  are  rented  out  by  the  fee  simple  owners ; 
and  therefore  it  may  not  be  difficult  there,  in  this  mode,  to  make 
an  estimate  of  the  fee  simple  value  of  any  estate ;  either  from  the 
rent  of  itself;  or,  by  analogy,  from  the  rent  of  other  similar  estates 
in  its  immediate  vicinity.  But  in  this  country,  more  than  nine- 
tenths  of  the  actual  occupants  and  cultivators  are  also  the  owners 
of  the  fee  simple ;  and  hence  resort  can  not  be  so  readily  had  here 
as  in  England,  to  the  rental  for  the  purpose  of  computing  the  fee 

Marlborough,  2  Swanst.  147 ;  Portmore  v.  Taylor,  6  Cond.  Gh.  R.  104  \  Newton  v. 
Hant,  7  Cond.  Gh.  B.  618 ;  Wardle  v.  Carter,  10  Cond.  Ch.  B.  163  \  Ryle  v.  Brown, 
6  Exch.  R.  265. 

1  Owjnne  v.  Beaton,  1  Bro.  G.  C.  2 ;  Heatheote  v.  Paignon,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  167  ; 
Gibson  v,  Jejes,  6  Ves.  Jr.  274 ;  JSxparU  Thistlewood,  19  Veg.  Jr.  236;  Williama' 
case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  241. 
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simple  value.  But  with  us^  as  in  England,  it  appears,  that  so  far 
as  the  rents  or  annual  price  can  be  ascertained,  the  ratio  between 
the  rental  and  the  sale  value  ranges  very  wide ;  perhaps  from  fifteen 
to  thirty-five  years*  purchase.^ 

SaU  of  the  fee  determines  nothing  as  to  the  proportion  hettoeen  the 

particular  estate  and  the  reversion. 

84.  It  has  been  sometimes  said,  that  where  the  value  of  the  fee 
simple  has  been  properly  ascertained,  that  of  any  inferior  holding 
may  be  readily  found  from  it  by  means  of  the  general  rules  of  cal- 
culation. If  that  were  so,  there  could  be  no  difiiculty  in  any  case, 
where  the  value  of  the  whole  had  been  ascertained  by  an  actual 
sale,  to  ascertain  by  calculation,  the  value  of  any  particular  estate 
which  had  been  carved  out  of  it.  But  strictly,  a  sale  of  the  whole 
determines  nothing  as  to  the  proport^ion  between  the  particular 
estate  and  the  reversion  or  remainder ;  and  therefore,  that  propor- 
tion is  left  to  be  ascertained  just  as  if  no  such  sale  had  been  made. 
In  such  cases,  the  particular  estate  is,  like  the  fee  simple,  to  be 
valued  by  a  computation  of  so  many  years'  purchase.  A  lease  for 
a  long  term  of  years  at  a  small  rent,  may  reduce  the  value  of  the 
remainder  to  very  little ;  but  a  lease,  at  a  nominal  rent,  for  ninety- 
nine  years,  renewable  for  ever,  would,  in  effect,  annihilate  the  fee 
pimple.' 

Cases  in  the  American  courts, 

85.  In  Maryland,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1800,  the  then 
existing  law  regulating  the  descent  of  real  estate,  was  so  modified 
as  to  declare,  that  in  case  of  a  sale  of  the  lands  of  an  intestate  for 
the  purpose  of  effecting  a  division  of  its  value  among  the  heirs, 
there  should  be  awarded  to  the  widow,  according  to  her  age,  health, 
and  condition,  not  more  than  a  seventh  nor  less  than  a  tenth  of  the 
net  amount  of  sales,  in  lieu  of  dower  ;^  which  rule  was  afterwards 
embodied  in  the  general  Act  directing  the  course  of  descents  of 
intestates'  real  estates.^  The  same  range  of  allowance  to  the  widow, 
according  to  her  age,  health,  and  condition,  was  declared  to  be  the 
rule  where  lands  were  sold  for  the  benefit  of  infants ;'  as  well  as 

1  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  278.       >  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gb.  279,  280. 
*  1799,  ch.  49,  {  6.  «  1820,  ch.  191,  {  28.  >  1816,  ch.  164,  }  10. 
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in  those  cases  where  the  coart  was  authorized  to  sell  the  realty  in 
order  to  save  the  personalty.^  It  woald  seem  necessarily  to  follow, 
that  a  similar  rale  and  limited  range  of  discretion  should  have  been 
laid  down  for  fixing  the  value  of  a  life  interest  in  the  whole  estate, 
as  well  as  in  one-third  of  it  only.  But,  in  amending  the  Act  to 
direct  descents,  so  as  to  provide  for  allowing  an  equivalent  value  to 
tenants  by  the  curtesy,  and  to  tenants  for  life,  claiming  by  deed  or 
devise,  it  was  declared,  that  there  should  be  awarded  to  such  ten- 
ants for  life  such  proportion  of  the  purchase-money  as  the  court, 
upon  consideration  of  the  age,  health,  and  condition  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  should  think  just  and  equitable,  in  lieu  of  such  life  estate ; 
thus  investing  the  courts  with  a  range  of  discretion  entirely 
unlimited.'  And  these  amendments  were  engrafted  into  the  general 
Act  to  direct  descents  without  any  material  alteration.' 

86.  There  is  nothing  in  any  of  these  enactments  which  shows, 
that  in  estimating  the  value  of  a  life  interest  in  land,  any  separa- 
tion or  distinction  was  directed  to  be  made  between  that  portion  of 
the  purchase-money  of  the  whole  which  should  be  regarded  as  the 
price  of  the  life  interest  only,  and  that  which  was  to  be  considered 
as  the  price  of  the  remainder  or  reversion.  But  such  a  distinction 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  altogether  lost  sight  of  in  all  the  laws 
in  relation  to  the  matter ;  for  it  is  declared,  that  upon  a  sale  of  a 
revernan  belonging  to  an  infant,  with  the  assent  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  the  court  shall  order  the  annual  interest,  or  stich  part  thereof 
as  may  be  deemed  equitable,  to  be  paid  over  to  such  tenant  for  life 
during  his  life.^  Apart  from  these  legislative  enactments  in  rela- 
tion to  these  specified  estates  for  life  in  land ;  and  as  regards  all 
other  life  interests  in  land,  annuities  for  life,  &c.,  the  courts  were 
left,  without  any  positive  or  general  rule  as  their  guide,  to  adjust 
the  value  of  life  interests  according  to  the  general  principles  of  law 
and  justice. 

87.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  long  antecedent  to  the  amend- 
ment in  1800,  of  the  Act  to  direct  descents,  there  must  have  been 
brought  before  the  Maryland  courts,  many  cases  in  which  it  was 

1  1818,  cb.  193,  {  8  ;  1819,  ch.  143.    The  same  proTisions,  sabstantiallj,  are  still 
in  force.     1  Md.  Code,  p.  77,  {  32  ;  p.  342,  {  63. 

>  1809,  ch.  160,  {  4;  1810,  cb.  26,  {  2;  1811,  ch.  200,  {2;  1812,  ch.  181,  {  1. 

>  1820,  ch.  191,  {{  35-38. 

^  1816,  ch.  154,  {  13,  which  Act  has  been  explained  and  extended  to  remamitn, 
by  1831,  ch.  311,  {  9. 
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necessary  to  make  a  valuation  of  a  life  interest ;  but  no  such  case 
has  been  reported.  In  a  case  brought  before  the  court  of  chancery 
in  1801,  by  a  widow,  to  obtain  an  allowance  of  a  proportion  of  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  as  a  compensation  for  her  dower,  the  chancellor 
alluded  to  it  as  the  first  of  the  kind  within  his  recollection.     In 
adjusting  the  proportion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  be  allowed 
to  her  in  that  case,  he  declared,  that  as  she  could  not  use  her  third 
part  of  the  land  as  tenant  in  fee  simple^^  she  could  not  be  entitled 
to  one-third  of  the  annual  interest  on  the  whole  purchase-money ; 
but  on  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  and  without  appa- 
rently adverting  to  the  Act  providing,  that  in  cases  arising  under 
the  statute  to  direct  descents,  the  widow  should  be  allowed  not  more 
than  one-seventh  nor  less  than  a  tenth  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  he 
awarded  to  her  three-twentieths  of  the  net  proceeds  of  sale.'  Some 
time  after  which,  this  matter,  as  to  the  proper  proportion  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  real  estate  which  should  be  awarded  to  a 
widow  in  lieu  of  her  dower  therein,  seems  to  have  very  strongly 
attracted  the  attention  of  Chancellor  Hanson;  and,  as  it  would 
seem,  without  the  slightest  reference  to  any  then  existing  Act  of 
Assembly,  or  to  any  previous  decision  of  his  own,  he  took  up  the 
subject  on  the  14th  of  September,  1808,  with  an  avowed  determi- 
nation to  establish  a  general  rule  by  which  the  court  should  be 
governed  in  all  future  cases,  when  called  upon  to  award  to  a  widow 
an  adequate  compensation  for  her  dower. 

88.  He  said:  ^^ Sometimes,  when  lands  subject  to  dower,  are  sold 
under  the  authority  of  this  court,  the  wid,ow  and  the  persons  con- 
cerned, agree  that  the  chancellor  fix  the  value  of  the  dower.  There 
had  prevailed  an  idea  pretty  generally,  that  the  value  of  the  dower 
of  a  middle  aged  woman  was  only  one-eighth  of  the  whole  value  of 
the  land ;  and  parties  sometimes,  in  this  court,  have  agreed,  that 
one-eighth  of  the  net  money  arising  from  the  sale  should  belong  to 
the  widow.  The  aforesaid  idea  is  evidently  borrowed  from  England, 
where  the  widow's  dower  is  estimated  from  the  rents.  For  instance, 
land  which  would  sell  for  7500Z.  rents  for  only  800/.  or  four  per 
cent. ;  well,  as  the  widow  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  rent,  viz. ; 
to  100{.  per  annum  for  life,  they  calculate  the  present  value  of  her 

1  Maccabbin  v.  CromweU,  2  Har.  k  O.  457.  In  Greenwood  v.  Olarke,  the  widow 
was  allowed  one-eighth  of  the  net  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  lands  as  a  compensation  for 
her  dower.    3  Bland,  Ch.  268,  note. 

>  See  ante,  {  36. 
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annuity.  If  thirty  years  of  age,  or  under,  she  has  an  equal  chance 
of  living  twenty-four  years ;  for  this  they  set  down  twelve  years 
certain,  and  then  calculate  the  present  value  of  an  annuity  of  1002. 
for  twelve  years.  This  they  find  about  921L  10«.  Od.,  calculatiDg 
their  rate  of  interest  which  is  five  per  cent.;  the  said  9S1L  10<.  Oi. 
is  just  one-eighth  part  of  7500Z. 

89.  '^But  surely  the  incontrovertible  principle  is  this:  m&  the 
widow  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  land  for  life,  when  she  con- 
sents that  the  land  may  be  sold,  she  is  entitled  to  the  interest  of 
one-third  of  the  money  for  life.  Suppose,  then,  the  land  aell  for 
8000Z. ;  the  interest  is  ISO/.,  one-third  of  which  is  60L ;  suppose 
her  of  such  an  age,  that  is,  not  exceeding  thirty,  as  to  hare  an 
equal  chance  of  living  twenty -four  years;  set  down  twelve  years 
certain,  and  calculate  the  present  value  of  an  annuity  for  twelve 
years  of  60Z.  per  annum.  I  calculate  at  compound  interest  of  six 
per  cent.,  and  the  said  value  to  be  rather  more  than  500Z.,  which 
is  one- sixth  of  the  whole  money,  8000Z.  Had  I  calculated  at  simple 
interest,  the  value  would  have  been  still  less ;  but  compound  interest 
surely  is  right.  You  wish  to  know  the  present  value  of  100/.  to  be 
received  twelve  years  hence ;  you  find  it  to  be  50/.,  because  50/.  at 
compound  interest  of  six  per  cent,  in  twelve  years  amounts  to  100/., 
and  even  a  little  more.  Calculate  at  simple  interest,  and  the 
value  of  1002.  receivable  twelve  years  hence,  is  58/.  5«.  Od, ;  because 
58/.  59.  Od,  at  simple  interest  of  six  per  cent,  amounts,  in  twelve 
years,  to  about  1002.  Suppose  a  man  accustomed  to  let  money  at 
interest,  he  can  lawfully  exact  only  six  per  cent.,  and  must  not 
charge  interest  on  interest.  Who  is  there  that  can  afibrd  to  let 
money  at  interest  and  dispose  of  his  surplus  money  in  no  other 
way,  that  would  not  be  willing  to  receive  twelve  years  hence,  the 
sum  of  10,0002.  for  50002.  now  lent  ?  It  is  evident  that  at  simple 
interest,  unless  punctually  paid  and  instantly  let  out,  he  can  not, 
in  twelve  years,  convert  his  5000/.  into  10,0002. ;  at  mere  simple 
interest  it  amounts  to  only  86002. ;  because  3002.  is  the  interest  of 
50002.,  and  800xl2»8600-{-5000«86002. 

40.  ^*The  chancellor  has  taken  the  trouble  to  demonstrate  clearly, 
that  young  widows  have  not  generally  received  near  the  value  of 
their  dower.  It  is  plain  to  common  sense,  that  the  dower  of  an 
old  woman  can  not  be  equal  in  value  to  that  of  a  young  one*  To 
fix  one  value  of  all  dowers,  is  therefore  preposterous.  The  chan- 
cellor has,  with  great  trouble,  care,  and  attention,  calculated,  on 
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the  principles  here  laid  down,  the  value  of  dowers  of  women  of  dif- 
ferent ages.  It  is  certain,  that  the  value  of  the  dower  of  a  healthy 
woman  twenty  years  of  age,  who  has  an  equal  chance  of  living 
thirty,  is  more  than  that  of  a  woman  who  has  attained  thirty  years ; 
however,  the  chancellor,  under  all  circumstances,  has  thought  pro- 
per to  consider  the  dower  of  all  women,  not  exceeding  thirty  years 
of  age,  to  be  no  more  than  one-eighth  of  the  net  sum  produced  by 
the  sale  of  lands;  and  he  thinks  proper  to  pass  a  general  order 
agreeably  to  which,  allowances  for  dower  hereafter  shall  be  made. 
A  healthy  widow,  not  exceeding  thirty  years,  shall  be  allowed  one- 
sixth  of  the  net  amount  of  sales;  if  above  thirty  and  not  exceeding 
thirty-seven,  one-seventh ;  above  thirty-seven,  and  not  exceeding 
forty-five,  one-eighth;  above  forty-five,  and  not  exceeding  fifty, 
one-ninth;  above  fifty,  and  not  exceeding  fifty-five,  one-tenth; 
above  fifty-five,  and  not  exceeding  sixty,  one-eleventh;  above  sixty, 
and  not  exceeding  sixty-five,  one-twelfth;  above  sixty-five,  and  not 
exceeding  seventy,  one-sixteenth;  after  that  age,  all  allowed  one- 
twentieth."^ 

41.  Sometime  afterwards,  in  the  year  1804,  the  subject  was 
again  taken  into  consideration  by  Chancellor  Hanson,  when  he 
thought  proper  to  alter  the  graduation  of  the  allowance  to  widows. 
«<From  the  tables  and  calculations,"  he  said^  ^' taken  from  Simp- 
son's Algebra,  of  the  probable  duration  of  life,  it  appears,  that  the 
value  of  a  woman's  dower  is  as  follows:  If  under  thirty  years  of 
age.  one-sixth ;  above  thirty,  and  under  thirty-six,  two-thirteenths ; 
above  thirty-five,  and  under  forty,  one-seventh ;  above  forty,  and 
under  forty-five,  two*fifteenths;  above  forty-six,  and  under  fifty- 
one,  one-eighth ;  above  fifty-one  and  under  fifty-six,  one-ninth ; 
above  fifty-five  and  under  sixty-one,  one-tenth;  above  sixty,  and 
under  sixty-seven,  one-twelfth;  above  sixty-six,  and  under  seventy- 
two,  one-fourteenth ;  above  seventy-two,  and  under  seventy-seven, 
one-eighteenth;  and  above  seventy-seven,  one-twentieth.'*' 

42.  Chancellor  Bland,  has  the  following  observations  upon  the 
principles  thus  declared:^  ^^Tho  manifest  discordances  of  the  rules 
which  have  been  laid  down,  or  adopted  for  the  government  of  this 


1  See  3  Bland,  Ch.  269,  270. 

s  See  3  Blandi  Gh.  270-1.    See,  also,  Dorsey  v.  Smith,  7  H.  &  J.  356,  366,  where 
the  rale  of  the  coart  of  chancery  was  followed  and  appro?ed  by  the  coart  of  appeals, 
s  In  WUliams'  case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  275,  et  teq. 
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court,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  require  some  further  remarks*     The 
legislative  rule  in  regard  to  dower,  which  directs  that,  in  certain 
specified  cases,  not  more  than  one-seventh,  nor  less  than  a  tenth, 
of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  whole  estate,  shall  be  awarded 
to  the  widow  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  fixes  an  arbitrary  limitation,  the 
reason  of  which  is  not  apparent.     As  early  marriages  in  our  coun- 
try are  common,  there  must  be  many  instances  of  young  widows; 
and  consequently,  this  legislative  rule  must  embrace  all  cases  of 
widowhood  from  fifteen  to  eighty  years  of  age ;  with  an  expecta- 
tion of  life,  according  to  Finlaison's  tables,  ranging  from  forty- 
seven  to  no  more  than  six  years;  and  yet,  bound  by  this  rule,  the 
court  can,  on  the  one  hand,  award  to  the  life  of  forty-seven  years 
expectation,  no  more  than  a  seventh ;  and  on  the  other  hand  must 
give  to  the  life  of  only  six  years  expectation,  not  less  than  one- 
tenth  of  the  whole  net  proceeds  of  sale.     This  rule  thus  appears 
from  itself  to  be  in  many  of  its  bearings,  unreasonable  and  unjust. 
48.  '^In  all  inquiries  as  to  the  present  value  of  a  life  interest  in 
real  estate,  it  is  indispensably  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  interest  of  the  particular  tenant,  and  that  of 
him  in  remainder  or  reversion;  and  also  to  take  especial  care,  that 
neither  should  have  awarded  to  him  anything  which  may  properly 
be  considered  a  part  of  the  value  of  the  estate  which  belongs  to  the 
other.     Thus,  supposing  the  whole  estate  were  sold  for  $9000; 
that  sum  would  represent  the  entire  value  of  the  whole,  including 
both  interests,  as  well  as  that  of  the  tenant  in  dower,  who  was 
entitled  to  no  more  than  one-third  for  life ;  as  that  of  him  who  was 
entitled  to  the  fee  simple  of  two-thirds,  and  of  the  reversion  of  the 
one-third ;  and  consequently,  if  the  widow  were  allowed  $3000, 
she  would  have  awarded  to  her,  in  that  one-third,  a  sum  of  money 
%vhich  must  be  considered  as  including  the  full  price  of  the  rever- 
sion ;  to  no  part  of  which  could  she  be  entitled.     It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  she  should  not,  in  any  case,  be  allowed  as  much  as  one- 
third  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  whole  estate.   But,  if  one-third 
of  the  proceeds  of  sale  were  put  out  on  interest,  the  interest  which 
the  whole  third  would  so  accumulate,  would  arise,  not  only  from  so 
much  of  it  as  represented  the  value  of  the  widow's  dower,  but  also 
from  that  which  must  be  considered  as  the  price  of  the  reversion. 
Hence  it  would  be  as  clearly  wrong  to  give  to  a  widow  the  whole 
of  the  interest  arising  from  one-third  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  as  to 
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award  to  her  the  one-third  of  the  principal  itself.^  This  reasoning, 
it  is  obvionSy  applies  with  no  less  force  to  the  case  of  a  tenant  for 
life  of  the  whole,  as  to  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  dower.  It  would  be 
in  each  case,  directly  or  in  eiFect,  to  take  away  a  part  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man,  and  to  give  it  to  the  par- 
ticular tenant.  But  it  may  well  be  doubted,  whether  a  court  of 
justice  has  the  constitutional  power,  in  such  a  manner,  to  divest 
one  person  of  his  property,  and  transfer  it  to  another.  Yet,  in 
making  the  calculation  for  the  chancery  rule,  it  was  assumed,  as 
we  have  seen,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the  interest  of  one- 
third  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  for  life.  This,  therefore,  is  the  first 
element  in  which  the  chancery  rule  is  radically  wrong. 

44.  ^^It  should  also  be  recollected,  in  all  cases  of  this  kind, 
where  it  may  be  required,  out  of  the  purchase-money  or  value  of 
the  whole,  to  separate  the  value  of  the  particular  estate  from  that 
of  the  inheritance,  that  it  is  necessary,  in  the  first  place,  to  attend 
to  the  true  legal  extent  of  the  particular  estate.  Tenants  in  dower, 
by  the  curtesy,  &c.,  are  not  allowed  to  commit  waste ;  that  is,  they 
can  not  cut  and  sell  timber;  open  and  work  unopened  mines,  &c.; 
and  being  restrained  from  deriving  any  such  profits  from  the  estate, 
the  value  of  it,  in  regard  to  all  such  profits,  properly  forms  a  part 
of  the  price  of  the  reversion  or  remainder ;  and  the  value  of  such 
profits  also  represents  that  which  is  the  difference  in  price  between 
a  particular  estate  the  tenant  of  which  is,  and  one  the  tenant  of 
which  is  not,  impeachable  for  waste.'  But  this  distinction  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  at  all  attended  to  in  making  the  calculations 
for  the  chancery  rule.  This,  therefore,  is  another  element  in  which 
it  must  be  considered  as  materially  erroneous. 

45.  ^*  It  appears  that  the  present  value  of  a  widow*s  dower  was 
calculated  for  the  chancery  rule  at  compound  interest;  because  in 
England,  the  present  value  of  such  estates,  it  is  said,  is  calculated 
upon  the  ground  of  compound  interest.  But  then  it  is  laid  down  in 
an  English  adjudication,  that  as  the   computation  of  compound 

1  The  position  here  taken  by  the  chancellor,  does  not  seem  to  be  well  founded. 
It  is  nnqaestionablj  true,  that  the  widow  can  not  hare  one-third  of  the  principal 
absolutely.  But  if  the  land  be  unsold  she  is  entitled  to  the  use  of  one-third  of  it 
during  her  lifej  subject,  of  course,  to  such  restrictions  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  as 
appertain  to  tenants  for  life.  When,  therefore,  the  land  is  sold,  she  is  entitled,  in 
like  manner,  to  the  use  of  one-third  of  the  proceeds  for  life ;  or  at  least  to  such  pro- 
portion as  wiU  produge  annually,  in  the  form  of  interest,  a  sum  equal  to  one-third 
of  the  annual  net  profits  of  the  land. 

s  Ante,  ch.  zziii.,  {{  19,  20. 
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interest  proceeds  upon  the  idea  that  the  interest  is  paid  upon  the 
exact  day,  and  immediately  laid  out,  which  is  impossible,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  compute  compound  interest  at  four  per  cent.,  or  at  some- 
thing less  than  the  legal  rate  of  interest.^  The  calculations  for  the 
chancery  rule,  have,  however,  been  made  upon  the  ground  of  com- 
pound interest  at  the  full  legal  rate  of  six  per  cent. ;  which,  if 
wrong  in  England,  where  there  are  so  many  ways  of  making  imme- 
mediate  and  safe  investments  of  money,  must  be  much  more  so 
here.  This,  therefore,  is  a  third  element  in  which  that  rule  is  sub- 
stantially erroneous. 

46.  ^^It  has  been  shown  by  reference  to  good  authority,  that  the 
observations  of  the  rate  of  mortality  at  Breslaw,  from  which  Dr. 
Halley  constructed  his  tables  of  the  probability  and  of  the  expecta- 
tion of  human  life,  have  been  found  to  be  so  entirely  inaccurate, 
that  they  have  never,  in  any  case,  been  resorted  to  for  many  years 
past.'  And  it  has  also,  in  like  manner,  been  shown  that  the  obser- 
vations of  the  waste  of  life  in  London,  from  which  Mr.  Simpson 
formed  his  tables,  were  in  so  many  respects  erroneous,  that  they 
have  been  considered  as  very  unsafe  guides  in  calculating  the  value 
of  human  life  even  in  London  itself;  and  as  totally  unfit  for  use,  in 
making  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  life  anywhere  else.^  But  it 
appears,  that  all  the  calculations  for  the  chancery  rule  were  taken 
from  the  observations  of  London,  and  the  tables  of  Mr.  Simpson, 
founded  on  those  observations.  This,  therefore,  is  a  fourth  element 
in  which  that  rule  is  essentially  wrong. 

47.  ^^It  is  well  known  that  in  our  country,  early  marriages  are 
common ;  and  it  appears  from  the  observations  of  Dr.  Grenville, 
that  even  in  England,  of  eight  hundred  and  seventy-six  females, 
thirty  of  them  had  been  married  at  or  before  fifteen  years  of  age. 
Therefore,  as  it  may  fairly  be  presumed  that  there  must  be  a 
great  number  of  instances  of  widows  under  thirty  years  of  age ; 
and  as  according  to  Finlaison's  tables,  the  expectation  of  female 
life  between  fifteen  and  eighty  years  of  age,  ranges  from  forty-seven 
to  six  years,  any  graduation  of  allowance  in  lieu  of  dower,  to  be 
correct,  should,  at  the  latest,  commence  with  fifteen  years  and 
extend  as  far  as  eighty  years  of  age.  ,  But  the  chancery  rule 
assumes,  that  all  lives  under  thirty,  are  of  the  same  value ;  and 
commencing  with  that  age,  has  graduated  the  allowance  from  that 
period,  at  intervals  of  five  years,  no  further  than  seventy-seven 


1  Nightingale  v.  Lawson,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  443.        *  Ante,  {  14.        *  Ante,  {  14. 
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years  of  age.  It  is,  therefore,  confessedly  nothing  more  than  an 
approximation  to  truth ;  and  is  in  this  respect,  materially  defec- 
tive.^ .  .  .  The  rules  which  have  been  laid  down  or  adopted,  in 
relation  to  this  matter,  are  manifestly  defective,  erroneous,  and 
unjust.  They  are  so  contradictory  as  to  be  utterly  irreconcilable 
by  any  ingenuity  or  argument ;  and  yet,  being  rules  laid  down  by 
the  legislature,  or  approved  by  the  court  of  appeals,  this  court  can 
not,  as  in  some  other  cases,  make  an  election  to  follow  any  one  in 
preference  to  another  of  them ;  or  adopt  any  new  general  rules 
applicable  to  the  same  and  all  other  similar  estates,  which  should 
more  nearly  coincide  with  reason  and  justice.  The  subject  can  now 
only  be  extricated  from  the  difficulties  in  which  it  has  been  involved, 
by  the  legislature."* 

48.  In  a  recent  case  in  the  same  State,  it  was  declared,  that  the 
ancient  rule  of  the  court,  fixing  the  allowance  to  a  woman  in  lieu 
of  dower,  applies  to  all  cases  where  it  becomes  necessary  to  ascer- 
tain the  present  value  of  a  life  interest.  And  that  this  rule  having 
been  sanctioned  in  the  court  of  appeals,'  the  authority  of  the  court 
of  chancery  to  change  it,  is  questionable;  and  even  if  it  could  do 
so  with  propriety,  the  change  should  be  prospective,  and  not  so  as 
to  affect  an  actually  depending  case.  This  rule,  it  was  added,  has 
reference  to  the  case  of  a  healthy  person,  and  where  the  cestui  que 
vie  IS  of  infirm  health,  an  abatement  of  the  allowance  should  be 
made  therefor;  this  is  as  imperatively  required  by  the  rule,  as  the 
ratio  of  distribution  prescribed  by  it.  In  the  case  before  the  court, 
the  cestui  que  vie  was  fifty-three  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  and  it  was  proved  that  her  health  was  infirm ;  that  her  consti- 
tution never  had  been  robust,  and  that  her  lungs  were  diseased.  It 
was  held,  that  five  years  was  a  sufficiently  large  addition  to  her 
age,  on  account  of  ill  health.^  "In  the  very  nature  of  things,"  the 
court  remarked,  "it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  establish  a  fixed 
standard  upon  a  subject  like  this.  Every  case  must  depend  on  its 
own  peculiar  circumstances;  and  with  all  the  lights  which  science 
can  shed  upon  it,  we  can  only  hope  to  approximate  to  that  which 
the  future  alone  will  reveal.  Evidence  has  been  taken  in  this  case 
which  certainly  does  show  that  the  cestui  que  vie  is  innnfirm  health, 


1  Williams'  rase,  3  Bland,  Ch.  275-278.  <  Ibid.  281. 

>  In  Dorsey  v.  Smith,  7  Har.  ft  J.  366. 

«  Abercrombie  v.  Riddle,  3  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  320.    See  Peyton  v.  Ayres,  2  Md.  Ch. 
Dec.  70,  71. 
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but  we  have  not  the  benefit  of  the  opinion  of  her  physician  vith 
regard  to  the  probable  duration  of  her  life.  Even  with  the  aid  of 
such  an  opinion,  we  might  wander  far  from  the  true  mark ;  but 
without  it,  our  conjectures  are  much  more  likely  to  lead  us  astray.'* 

49.  The  South  Carolina  Act  of  1786,  prescribing  the  method  of 
obtaining  an  admeasurement  of  dower,  provides,  that  '^  when  the 
land  can  not,  in  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  commissioners,  be 
fairly  and  equally  divided  without  manifest  disadvantage,  then  they, 
or  a  majority  of  them,  shall  assess  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  to 
the  widow  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  by  the  heir  at  law,  or  such  other 
person  or  persons  who  may  be  in  the  possession  of  such  land."^  In 
several  of  the  earlier  cases  in  that  State,  it  is  laid  down,  that  where, 
in  equity,  an  estate  is  sold,  a  reasonable  compensation  must  be 
allowed  to  the  widow  for  her  dower ;  but  no  principle  is  referred  to 
by  which  the  amount  of  such  compensation  is  to  be  obtained.'  In 
Lesesne  v.  Russell,^  it  was  held,  that  where  commissioners  appointed 
to  award  a  widow  a  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  are  guilty  of  no  malprac- 
tice, and  do  not  proceed  upon  erroneous  principles,  their  return  is 
conclusive,  although  the  sum  awarded  may  appear  large.  Shortly 
afterwards,  it  was  determined,  that  the  commissioners  are  required, 
under  the  law,  to  give  to  the  widow  one-third  of  each  separate  tract 
or  parcel,^  or  to  assess  a  sum  in  lieu  thereof,  on  every  parcel,  unless 
it  is  agreed  by  the  heir  or  creditors  to  the  contrary.^  In  another 
case,^  an  assessment  of  one-third  of  the  value  of  the  fee  simple  was 
set  aside  as  excessive.^ 

50.  In  Wright  v.  Jennings,^  the  following  points  were  deter- 
mined: When  commissioners  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower 
assess  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  dower,  they  must  return 
the  appraised  value  of  the  land,  as  well  as  the  sum  assessed,  in 
order  that  the  court  may  know  the  basis  of  their  assessment.'     In 


1  Act  of  1786;  P.  L.  409;  4  SUt.  742. 

s  Miller  V.  Cape,  1  Desaus.  110,  (1784);  Miller  v.  Miller,  Ibid.  HI;  CUfford  v. 
Clifford,  Ibid.  115,  (1785);  Ruiledge  v.  Williamson,  Ibid.  159,  (1789). 
s  Lesesue  v,  Russell,  1  Bay,  459,  (1795).  «  Ante,  ch.  xxi.,  22  17-20. 

>  Scott  v.  Scott,  1  Bay,  504. 

•  In  Hejward  v.  Cathbert,  2  Con.  Court  (Treadw.),  62G ;  s.  c.  3  Brer.  482.  A 
court  of  equity  has  the  power  to  correct  the  assessment  of  the  commissioners.  Payne 
V.  Payne,  Dudl.  Eq.  124 ;  Gibson  v.  Marshall,  5  Rich.  Eq.  254. 

7  See,  also,  Wright  v.  Jennings,  1  Bailey,  277  ;  Qarland  v.  Crow,  2  Bailey,  24. 
"  Wright  V.  Jennings,  1  Bailey,  277,  (1829). 

*  Vide  McCreary  v.  Cloud,  2  Bail.  343,  (1831).     But  if  the  commissioners  bsTe 


CH.  XXIV.]  ASSIGNMENT  OF  A  GROSS  SUM.  647 

South  Carolina  it  has  been  nsnal  to  assess  one-sixth  of  the  value  of 
the  entire  fee,  as  equivalent  to  the  widow's  estate  for  life  in  one- 
third  of  the  land ;  and,  as  a  general  rule,  the  same  proportion 
should  always  be  adhered  to  in  the  assessment  of  dower,  except  in 
extreme  cases  of  youth  on  the  one  hand,  or  of  age  and  infirmity  on 
the  other.  Referring  to  the  statute  of  1786,  the  court  remarked: 
**None  of  the  decided  cases  have  fixed  upon  any  general  rule  by 
which  they  ought  to  be  governed.  On  the  contrary,  in  the  case  of 
Lesesne  v.  Russell,^  it  was  held,  that  where  the  commissioners  are 
guilty  of  no  malpractice,  and  do  not  proceed  upon  erroneous  prin- 
ciples, their  return  is  conclusive,  although  the  sum  awarded  may 
appear  large.     But  I  think  this  is  laying  down  the  rule  od  too 

broad  a  scale Although,  perhaps,  no  rule  can  be  laid  down, 

applicable  to  all  cases,  yet  I  am  disposed  to  think,  that  a  general 
rule  may  be  adopted,  subject  only  to  such  variations  as  special  cir- 
cumstances may  require.  The  case  of  Heyward  v.  Cuthbert,  was 
a  second  time  before  the  court,^  when  it  appeared  that  the  commis- 
sioners had  assessed  one^sixth  of  the  fee  simple  value  of  the  estate ; 
which  assessment  was  sustained ;  and  the  same  rule  has  generally 
prevailed  since  that  period,  and  I  believe  has  been  approved  by 
experience.  We  have  no  table  of  life  annuities  in  this  State,  and 
if  we  had,  the  commissioners  usually  appointed  for  the  performance 
of  this  duty  would  be  very  incompetent  to  apply  it  to  the  various 
cases  that  might  arise.  I  think,  therefore,  that  we  had  better 
adhere  to  the  rule  adopted  in  the  case  of  Mrs.  Heyward,  except  in 
extreme  cases  of  youth  on  the  one  hand,  or  of  age  and  infirmity  on 
the  other ;  in  which,  something  more  or  less,  according  to  circum- 
stances, may  be  allowed." 

51.  In  the  case  of  Keith  v,  Trapier,'  Harper,  Chancellor,  observes 
upon  the  same  subject  as  follows :  '^  In  assessing  dower,  a  practice 
has  prevailed,  not  sanctioned,  so  far  as  I  know,  by  any  express 
authority,  of  estimating  all  lives  indiscriminately,  at  seven  years ; 
and  this  practice  is  founded  on  the  legal  notion,  that  taking  all  the 
lives  in  being,  an  average  life,  estimated  at  any  given  period,  is 
seven  years.  Whether  this  practice  has  made  a  rule  in  all  cases^ 
is  a  question  upon  which,  at  present,  I  shall  not  express  any  defin- 
itive opinion." 

actnallj  been  upon  the  land,  and  appraised  it,  they  may  be  permitted  to  amend  their 
return,  so  as  to  exhibit  the  entire  value.    Ibid. 

1  Lesesne  v.  Russell,  I  Bay,  459 ;  ante,  {  49. 

s  Vide  1  McCord,  386.  *  Keith  v.  Trapier,  1  Bailey,  Eq  63,  (1830). 
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52.  In  Payne  v.  Payne/  it  was  decided,  that  the  rale  which  sub- 
stitutes the  value  of  seven  years'  purchase,  or  one-sixth  of  the  fee 
simple,  in  lieu  of  dower,  was  intended  to  operate  prospectively  only, 
and  not  to  divest  ascertained  rights  at  the  time  of  the  assessment, 
as  where  the  widow  had  survived,  and  the  dower  had  been  with- 
held for  a  longer  time.     Where  the  land  was  aliened  daring  the 
coverture,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  annual  interest  of  one-third 
of  the  purchase-money,  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  up  to  the 
time  of  the  assessment ;  and  to  complete  the  measure  of  her  remu- 
neration, it  ought  to  be  continued  during  her  life.     When  it  is 
practicable,  nothing  short  of  this  will  satisfy  the  law ;  and  it  is  only 
in  those  cases  where  it  is  impracticable,  that  a  sum  in  gross  should 
be  substituted.  The  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  said :  **  Some- 
thing like  a  rule  has  been  adopted  by  the  court  to  regulate  the 
assessment.     By  this,  an  ordinary  life  is  estimated  at  seven  years; 
and  it  will  be  found  that  the  interest  on  the  fee  simple  value  of  the 
one-third  part  for  seven  years,  approximates  very  nearly  to  one- 
sixth  part  of  the  entire  value  of  the  estate ;  and  that  is  the  rule 
that  is  generally  adopted  in  practice,  varied,  of  course,  by  the  cir- 
cumstance whether  the  particular  life  was  above  or  below  the  ordi- 
nary standard.     In  Russell  v.  Gee,'  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  alienation,  was  adopted  on  the  assessment  of  dower ; 
but  the  court  of  chancery,  then  exercising  an  independent  jurisdic- 
tion, adopted  the  value  at  the  time  the  right  of  dower  accrued ;  and 
fo  obviate  this  inconsistency,  and  to  establish  an  uniform  rule,  was 
the  well  known  object  of  the  Act  of  1824,  which  provides  that  when 
the  husband  has  aliened  the  land  in  his  lifetime,  the  valae  of  the 
land  at  the  time  of  the  alienation,  with  the  interest,  should  be  taken 
as  the  value.'    The  Act  of  1825,^  provides,  that  the  interest  shall 
be  computed  from  the  time  the  right  of  dower  accrued,  and  not 
from  the  time  of  alienation.    It  is  apparent  that  none  of  these  Acts 
were  intended,  nor  can  they  be  construed  to  operate,  to  diminish 
the  me^ure,  or  the  value  of  the  widow's  dower.     They  were  only 
intended  to  regulate  the  mode  of  admeasuring  or  assigning  it,  when 
the  estate  was  capable  of  division,  and  of  ascertaining  its  value 
when  it  was  not ;  the  dower  remains  as  at  common  law,  and  it  is 
obvious  that  the  rule  which  substitutes  the  value  of  seven  years' 

1  Payne  «.  Payne,  Dudley,  Eq  124,  (1838). 

s  Russell  V.  Gee,  2  Mills,  (Con.  Court),  254,  (1818). 

s  See  ArU  of  1824,  p.  24.  «  Acta  of  1825,  p.  20. 
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purchase,  or  one-sixth  part  of  the  fee  simple  value,  when,  as  in  this 
case,  the  widow  has  survired,  and  her  dower  has  been  withheld  for 
a  longer  time,  was  intended  to  operate  prospectively  only,  and  not 
to  divest  ascertained  rights.  Nor  can  it  apply  where  the  measure 
of  value  can  be  ascertained  with  certainty." 

53.  It  was  held  in  Douglass  v.  McDill,^  that  where  commission- 
ers assess  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  dower,  they  must  award  to  the 
widow  one-third  of  seven  years'  lawful  interest  of  the  money^alue 
so  assessed,  which  is  taken  in  practice  as  one-sixth  part  of  the 
entire  assessment.  If  it  appear  from  the  return  of  the  commission- 
ers, that  they  have  assessed  a  sum  exceeding  one-sixth  part  of  the 
entire  assessment,  the  court  will  not  alter  the  return,  but  recommit 
it  to  them.^  The  court  further  declared,  that  the  demandant  may 
release  or  remit  the  excess,  and  thus  remove  the  objection  to  the 
return.  And  upon  her  doing  so,  the  return  will  be  confirmed  and 
entered  of  judgment.  It  was  added,  that  the  right  of  dower  is  the 
same  as  other  legal  rights  to  property,  and  as  strictly  regarded  in 
the  law ;  old  or  young,  the  widow  has  the  same  estate,  and  of  course 
is  entitled  to  the  same  equivalent.' 

54.  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  assessed  in  lieu  of  dower  in  lands 
of  which  the  husband  died  seized,  the  widow,  in  addition  to  mesne 
profits,  is  entitled  in  equity,  to  interest  on  the  sum  assessed,  from 
the  time  the  return  is  confirmed  until  the  money  is  paid.^ 

55.  In  Wright  v,  Jennings,^  the  court  expressed  the  opinion, 
that  where  the  husband  dies  seized,  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  is  the  proper  basis  for  the  assessment  of  dower ; 
but  the  point  was  left  undetermined.  In  Keith  v.  Trapier,*  the 
court  said,  that  by  whatever  rule  as  to  the  duration  of  life,  the 
value  of  the  dower  is  assessed,  the  estimate  must  be  made  in  refer- 
ence to  the  time  of  the  assessment,  and  not  of  the  husband's  death.^ 
In  Russell  v.  Gee,®  the  doctrine  was  laid  down,  that  in  assessing 


1  Douglass  V.  McDUI,  1  Spears,  139,  (1842). 

*  See  Hawkins  o.  Hall,  2  Bay,  449.  In  a  court  of  equity,  the  return  of  the  com- 
missioners, like  the  report  of  the  master,  is  under  the  control  of  the  court.  Gibson 
V.  Marshall,  5  Rich.  Eq.  254.  And  the  court  has  power  to  correct  the  assessment. 
Payne  o.  Payne,  Dudley,  Eq.  124. 

s  Per  Richardson,  J.  «  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  2  Rich.  Eq.  23,  (1846). 

*  Wright  V.  Jennings,  1  Bailey,  277 ;  ante,  {  60. 

*  Keith  o.  Trapier,  I  Bailey,  Eq.  63;  ante,  {61.  t  See  post,  22  60,  61. 

^  Russell  V.  Gee,  2  Mill,  (Con.  Court),  266.  See  observations  upon  this  case  in 
Wright  0.  Jennings,  suprti.  See,  also,  Payne  v,  Payne,  Dudley,  Eq.  124 ;  ante, 
2  52. 
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a  sum  in  dower  against  a  purchaser,  on  behalf  of  the  widow  of  a 
former  owner,  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  alienation, 
is  the  proper  rule.^ 

56.  The  following  case  was  also  determined  in  South  Carolina : 
J.  S.,  after  judgment  had  been  obtained  against  him,  sold  a  tract 
of  land  to  C.  D.,  and  died.  Proceedings  were  instituted  by  his 
widow  to  recover  her  dower  in  the  land.  The  commissioners  assessed 
a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  dower,  on  which  assessment,  judgment 
was  entered  against  C.  D.  Under  this  judgment,  the  land  was 
sold,  and  purchased  by  C.  D.,  who  conveyed  to  the  defendant. 
Afterwards,  the  land  was  sold  under  the  judgment  against  J.  S., 
and  purchased  by  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  land  from  the  defendant.'  The  court  were 
of  opinion,  that  where  a  widow  accepts  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of 
money  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  she  stands  on  the  same  footing,  quoad 
her  judgment,  as  other  judgment  creditors ;  and  that  a  purchaser 
under  a  senior  judgment  recovered  against  her  husband,  while  he 
was  the  owner  of  the  land,  acquires  a  paramount  right  as  against  a 
purchaser  under  the  judgment  in  her  favor.  But  it  was  said,  that 
if,  by  reason  of  insolvency,  the  heir  or  purchaser  fail  to  pay  the 
sum  assessed,  the  widow  would  have  a  clear  right  to  fall  back  on 
her  absolute  interest  in  the  land.  Whether,  in  the  above  case, 
the  purchaser  under  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  widow,  having 
satisfied  her  claim,  could  be  subrogated  to  her  rights  as  against  the 
purchaser  under  the  judgment  against  the  husband,  and  compel  the 
latter  to  remunerate  him  to  the  extent  of  the  widow's  dower,  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  discharged  for  his  benefit,  was  not  deter- 
mined. 

57.  In  North  Carolina,  no  general  rule  has  been  adopted  for 
estimating  the  relative  value  of  a  life  estate  and  a  remainder  or 
reversion  in  real  property.  And  it  is  held,  that  every  case  must 
depend  upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstances,  to  be  weighed  and 
adjudged  on  a  reference  to  the  clerk.'  **The  truth  is,"  said 
Ruffin,  C.  J.,  'Uhat  we  have  to  encounter  many  and  great  diffi- 
culties here  in  estimating  the  relative  values  of  a  life  estate  in  land 
and  of  the  dry  reversion  expectant  thereon.  There  is  more  or  less 
uncertainty  everywhere,  as  it  depends  upon  a  life.   But,  from  long 

1  See  post,  {  62.  >  Banskettv.  Smith,  2  Rich.  L.  164. 

s  AtkiDS  V,  Eron,  8  Ired.  Eq.  1.    See  ante,  ch.  zxiii.,  |  11. 
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and  careful  observation,  averages  have  been  struck  in  particular 
countries,  which  enable  persons  skilled  in  such  matters,  to  make, 
in  their  calculations,  such  probable  approaches  to  actual  results, 
that  they  suppose,  taking  a  large  number  of  lives  together,  they 
can  deal  respecting  their  duration  rather  upon  the  basis  of  mathe- 
matics than  of  chances.  It  is  in  that  way  that  tables  of  longevity 
are  constructed  and  the  value  of  life  annuities  calculated.  And  in 
those  countries  where  land  has  a  fixed  price,  not  varying  indeed 
but  with  the  value  of  money  in  different  ages,  and  where  all  land 
readily  finds  a  tenant,  and  generally  an  improving  one,  at  a  rent 
that  does  not  fluctuate  perceptibly  within  the  period  of  one  life, 
the  value  of  a  life  estate  may  be  estimated,  from  the  existing 
income,  with  nearly  the  same  confidence  that  a^  personal  annuity 
may  be.  Hence,  in  the  same  country  its  value,  or  the  rule  of 
valuing  it,  may  vary  with  different  eras  in  the  condition  of  the 
country.  Formerly  the  average  in  England  was  one-third  for  the 
life  estate,  and  two-thirds  for  the  reversion.  But  as  was  observed 
by  us  in  Jones  v.  Sherrard,^  and  on  the  authority  of  the  case  there 
cited,  that  rule  has  been  decidedly  condemned  in  more  recent  times. 
Now,  no  arbitrary  proportion  is  taken,  but  it  is  referred  to  the 
master  to  inquire  of  the  actual  values,  estimating  that  of  the  life 
estate  upon  the  principle  of  life  annuities,  and  therefore,  having 
regard  to  the  rate  of  interest,  the  annual  value  of  the  land,  and 

the  age,  state  of  health,  and  the  habits  of  the  tenant  for  life 

Now,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  reliance  to  which  those  calculations 
are  entitled,  depends  on  the  degree  of  certainty  in  the  different 
elements  which  enter  into  it.  These  are  the  probable  duration  of 
life;  which  depends  on  the  salubrity  of  the  climate,  and  the  age, 
health,  and  habits  of  the  person ;  then  the  annual  income  of  the 
estate  for  the  term  of  years  which  has  been  fixed  on  as  the  measure 
of  the  life ;  and  lastly,  the  consideration  whether  the  price  of  land 
be  stationary,  or  rising  and  falling  in  the  country,  and  whether 
the  fertility  of  the  particular  tract  will  be  increased  or  diminished 
by  the  intermediate  culture,  or  the  like,  so  that  the  fee  simple  in 
possession  will  be  intrinsically  worth,  when  it  shall  fall  in,  as  much 
as  it  is  now,  or  more,  or  less." 

58.  In  Massachusetts,  the  tables  of  Dr.  Wigglesworth'  have  been 


1  Jones  V.  Sherrardi  2  Der.  &  B.  179 ;  ante,  22  ^^t  20. 
'  Ante,  {  24 ;  Appendix,  B. 
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adopted  as  a  basis  for  estimating  the  probable  duration  of  life.^  In 
a  case'  in  New  York,  where  ezecntors,  having  a  power  to  sell  real 
estate,  procured  a  release  of  the  widow's  dower  by  paying  a  gross 
sum  calculated  in  good  faith,  on  the  principles  applicable  to  annui- 
ties, at  a  rate  somewhere  between  that  indicated  by  the  Carlisle 
and  that  indicated  by  the  Northampton  tables,'  it  was  held,  that 
they  were  justified  in  their  course.  In  Alabama,  it  has  been  decided 
that  one-ninth  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  is  not  too  small  a  com- 
pensation for  the  dower  interest,  the  widow  being  thirty-seven  years 
of  age,  though  she  may  be  in  good  health.^  In  Virginia,  it  is  said, 
that  where  the  estate  is  sold,  and  the  widow  agrees  to  receive  a  gross 
sum  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  the  court  must  direct  an  issue  to  have 
the  amount  ascertained/ 

59.  In  New  Jersey,  where  the  widow  consents  to  accept  a  gross 
sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  the  value  of  her  interest  is  to  be  ascertained 

.on  the  principles  of  life  annuities.^  The  table  in  use  in  that  State, 
prepared  at  the  request  of  the  chancellor,  is  calculated  upon  the 
basis  of  the  Carlisle  table  of  mortality/ 

Point  of  time  at  which  the  life  interest  is  to  be  valued. 

60.  There  is  yet  one  other  matter  which  must  be  attended  to, 
and  that  is,  as  to  the  point  of  time  at  which  the  valuation  of  the 
life  interest  is  to  be  made.  A  valuation  as  of  the  time  when  it 
arose,  would,  in  many  cases,  give  to  the  tenant  for  life  its  greatest 
value  after  he  had  enjoyed  it  many  years ;  and  therefore  it  would 
seem  to  be  most  correct  to  have  the  valuation  put  upon  it  at  that 
point  of  time  when  it  was  to  be  taken  away  or  extinguished ;  as  in 
cases  of  dower,  at  the  time  when  the  land  was  sold  free  of  such 
claim ;  or,  where  the  life  interest  had  been  withheld,  at  the  date  of 
the  order  by  which  a  sum  in  gross  was  directed  by  the  court  to  be 
given  in  place  of  it;  leaving  the  previous  income  which  had,  or 
might  have  accrued,  and  should  have  been  paid,  to  be  accounted 

1  E«8tabrook  v.  Hapgood,  10  Mass.  313,  31 S,  note.  See  Hoaghton  r.  Hapgood, 
13  Pick.  154. 

*  Eagle  V.  Emmet,  4  Bradf.  117.  In  this  State,  the  estimate  is  comraonlj  made 
according  to  the  Northampton  tables.  Dajton,  Sorr.  p.  573,  and  App.  IxW. ;  Math- 
ews V.  Duryee,  45  Barb.  69. 

s  Ante,  \\b.  «  Sherard  v.  Sherard,  33  Ala.  488. 

ft  Pollard  o.  Underwood,  4  Hen.  k  M.  459 ;  Davison  «.  Walte,  2  Mnnt  527.  See 
Blair  v.  Thompson,  11  Gratt  441. 

•  Malford  v.  Hiers,  2  Beasl.  Gh.  13. 

f  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  934.  See,  also,  McHeniy  v.  Toknm,  27  III.  160;  Haselrig  r. 
Hntoon,  18  Ind.  481. 
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for  as  rents  and  profits.  But  where  an  annuity  had  been  given  to 
a  child  as  an  advancement,  it  was  said,  if  it  should  be  brought  into 
hotchpot  after  the  death  of  the  parent,  that  a  valuation  ought  to 
be  put  upon  it  as  of  the  day  when  it  was  granted;  and  so,  too, 
where  a  party  comes  as  an  expectant  heir  to  set  aside  the  contract 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  inadequacy  of  price,  the  valuation  is 
to  be  calculated  as  of  the  day  of  the  original  transaction.^ 

61.  The  question  as  to  the  exact  point  of  time  at  which  the  valu- 
ation is  to  be  adjusted,  seems  as  yet,  in  England,  to  remain  unset- 
tled by  any  positive  rule ;'  and  in  the  United  States,  the  subject 
has  received  but  little  consideration  in  the  yarious  courts.  In 
Maryland,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  valuation  of  the  life  interest 
is  to  be  made  as  of  the  day  of  the  sale  by  which  it  is  extinguished.' 
But  where  a  widow  was  entitled  to  an  allowance  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sales  of  partnership  lands,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  the  husband 
died  in  1825,  but  the  sale  was  not  made  until  1845,  it  was  held, 
that  the  age  of  the  widow  at  the  death  of  the  husband  should  be 
taken  in  fixing  her  allowance.  It  was  further  determined,  that  she 
was  entitled  to  interest  from  the  day  of  sale,  but  not  to  arrears  from 
his  death  until  that  day.^  In  South  Carolina,  as  we  have  seen,^  it 
was  intimated  in  one  case,*  that  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  hus- 
band's death  should  be  the  basis  of  the  assessment;  while  in  another, 
it  was  adjudged  that  the  estimate  must  be  made  in  reference  to  the 
time  of  the  assessment.^  In  New  Jersey,  the  value  of  the  dower  is 
to  be  estimated  as  it  existed  at  the  time  the  statutory  consent  was 
given  to  accept  an  equivalent  in  money.^ 

ImprovemenU  made  by  the  purchaser  excluded  from  the  estimate  of 

value. 

62.  The  rule  excluding  improvements  made  by  a  purchaser  from 
the  estimate  of  value,  in  assigning  dower  by  metes  and  bounds,' 

1  Ex  parte  Le  Gompte,  1  Atk.  251 ;  Ex  parte  Belton,  1  Atk.  251 ;  Kircudbright  v. 
Kircadbright,  S  Yes.  Jr.  63 ;  Gowland  v.  De  Faria,  17  Yes.  Jr.  24 ;  Williams'  case, 
3  Bland,  Gh.  244. 

*  Butcher  v.  Gharcbill,  14  Yes.  Jr.  574;  Ex  parte  Thistlewood^  19  Yes.  Jr.  236; 
Ez  parte  Whitehead,  1  Meriv.  10,  127. 

*  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gb.  283.         «  Goodbura  v.  Stevens,  1  Md.  Gh.  420. 

*  Ante,  2  65.  *  Wright  v.  Jennings,  1  Bailej,  277. 

T  Keith  V,  Trapier,  1  Bailej,  Eq.  63.    See,  also,  Rassell  v.  Gee,  2  Mill,  (Gon. 
Gourt),  256;  Payne  v.  Payne,  Dudley,  Eq.  124;  ante,  {  52. 
>  Malford  v,  Hiers,  2  Beasl.  Gh.  13,  16.  *  Ante,  ch.  zzii.,  {{  !^26. 
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applies,  also,  where  the  assignmeiit  is  made  in  the  rents  and  profits, 
or  where  the  widow  receives  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower.  The 
rights  of  the  purchaser  are  in  no  degree  affected  hy  the  method 
adopted  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  dowress.^ 

Apportionment  of  incumbranee. 

63.  If  the  lands  of  the  husband  be  subject  to  an  incumbrance 
paramount  to  dower,  the  burthen  is  to  be  apportioned  between  the 
widow  and  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  according  to  the  relative 
value  of  their  respective  estates;  and  this  proportion  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained upon  the  principles  already  considered  relating  to  the  valu- 
ation of  such  estates.' 

Apportionment  not  necessary  if  the  incumbranee  be  left  outstandr 

ing. 

64.  If  the  incumbrance  be  left  outstanding,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
put  a  present  value  upon  the  life  estate  in  comparison  with  that  of 
the  inheritance,  in  order  to  adjust  the  proportion  in  which  the  bur- 
then should  be  borne  by  each.  In  such  case,  it  is  held,  that  the 
tenant  for  life  in  possession  must  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  debt. 
For  although  the  whole  is  liable  to  the  creditors;  yet  as  between 
the  tenant  for  life  and  him  in  remainder,  it  is  said  to  fall  in  with 
natural  justice,  that  they  who  have  a  divided  interest  of  an  estate, 
should  keep  down  the  burthen  during  their  own  time;  and  there- 
fore, by  a  construction  in  equity,  the  tenant  for  life  is  held  bound 
to  keep  down  the  interest  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  rents  and 
profits ;  as  otherwise  the  creditor  may  come  upon  his  life  estate 
for  the  principal.  Whence  it  seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted, 
as  a  general  understanding,  and  as  a  natural  apportionment,  in  all 
such  cases,  that  he  who  has  the  corptM  shall  take  the  burthen  ;  and 

^  Coates  V.  Gheeyer,  1  Cow.  460 ;  Hale  v.  JameS;  6  John.  Ch.  258 ;  Van  Gelder  v. 
Post,  2  Edw.  Gb.  577  ;  Lewis  f .  James,  8  Humph.  537  ;  Wright  v.  JeDnings,  1  Bailey, 
277  ;  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20 ;  Francis  v.  Garrard.  18  Ala.  794 ;  Raeaell  v  Gee, 
2  Mill,  (Gon.  Goun),  254;  SpriDgle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295 ;  Bowie  v.  Berrj,  1  Md. 
Ch.  Dec.  452 ;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  855,  {  1. 

'  Swaine  v.  Pcriae,  5  John.  Ch.  482,  493 ;  Evertson  v.  Tappen,  Ibid.  497,  513 ; 
Bell  V.  Major  of  N.  Y.,  10  Paige,  49,  71 ;  Gibson  t;.  Crehore,  5  Pick.  146,*  Cass  v. 
Martin,  6  N.  H.  25;  Foster  v.  Hilllard,  1  Storj,  77 ;  Garll  v.  Batman,  7  Greenl.  102; 
Simonton  v.  Graj,  34  Maine,  50 ;  Lindsej  v.  Stevens,  5  Dana,  104 ;  Chiswell  v.  Mor- 
ris, 1  McCarter,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  101 ;  vol  i.,  ch.  xziv.,  {{  26-28 ;  ante,  p.  261,  note. 
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he  who  has  only  the  fruit  shall  pay  to  the  extent  of  the  fruit  of  the 
debt  ;^  or  in  other  words,  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  incum- 
bered estate  must  have  been  specially  intenided  to  meet  and  keep 
down  the  interest  of  the  debt,  leaving  the  principal  only  to  be 
treated  as  an  incumbrance  on  the  inheritance,  or  chief  body  of  the 
estate.  For  it  must  be  always  remembered,  that  the  tenant  for 
life  and  the  incumbrancers  may  at  any  time  have  the  estate  sold ; 
and,  after  satisfying  the  debt,  have  the  surplus,  if  any,  apportioned 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder-man  according  to  their 
respective  interests.'  This  rule  compelling  a  tenant  for  life  to  dis- 
charge the  interest  of  mortgages  and  other  real  incumbrances, 
applies  as  well  to  tenants  for  years,'  to  tenants  in  dower,  and  a 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  as  to  all  other  kinds  of  tenants  for  life  ;^ 
except  that  as  to  the  dowress,  she  being  entitled  to  but  one-third 
of  the  estate  during  her  life,  will  not  be  compelled  to  keep  down 
more  than  one-third  of  the  interest  of  any  charges  affecting  the 
estate  in  which  she  is  entitled  to  dower.' 


1  White  V.  White,  9  Ves.  Jr.  560. 

*  UuDgerford  v.  Hungerford,  Gilb.  Eq.  B.  69  ,*  Revel  v.  Watkinson,  1  Yes.  Sr.  93 ; 
Amesbury  V.  Brown,  1  Yes.  Sr.  477;  Sayille  v.  SaviUe,  2  Atk.  463;  Penrhyn  v. 
Hughes,  5  Yes.  Jr.  107 ;  Powell,  Mortg.  921,  note  H. 

*  Amesbary  v.  Brown,  1  Yes.  Sr.  480. 

*  Peterborough  v.  Mordaunt,  1  Eden,  478  ;  Tracy  v.  Hereford,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  128 ; 
Shrewsbury  v,  Shrewsbury,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  126;  s.  o.  1  Yes.  Jr.  227;  Bertie  v.  Abing- 
don, 3  Meriv.  660 ;  Burges  v.  Maw  bey,  11  Gond.  Gh.  Rep.  96. 

»  Banks  v.  Sutton,  2  P.  Wms.  716  ;  Williams'  case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  244,  245 ;  Swaine 
V.  Perine,  5  John.  Gh.  482,  493 ;  Bell  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  10  Paige,  49,  71  ;  House  v. 
House,  Ibid.  158,  164;  vol.  i.,  ch.  24,  {{  26,  27.  Ghancellor  Bland,  in  Williams' 
case,  3  Bland,  Gh.  186,  221-283,  goes  into  a  learned  and  elaborate  discussion  of  the 
subject  of  estimating  the  present  value  of  estates  for  life,  and  examines  very  fully 
t  he  principal  authorities  bearing  upon  it.  From  the  opinion  delivered  in  that  case, 
I  have  derived  valuable  assistance  in  the  preparation  of  the  present  chapter. 
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At  common  law  no  damages  recoverable  by  the  widow. 

1.  When  dower  was  detained  from  the  widow,  and  she  was 
obliged  to  bring  a  writ  of  dower,  she  was,  by  the  common  law, 
entitled  to  the  profits  of  her  third  part  of  the  lands  from  the  time 
only  when  she  recovered  judgment ;  for  the  tenant  was  permitted 
to  retain  the  profits  of  the  estate  intermediate  the  recovery  again:^t 
him  in  possessory  actions  and  his  entry  into  possession,  to  enable 
him  to  perform  the  feudal  services;  so  that  in  all  these  actions, 
(except  in  novel  disseizin  against  the  disseizors  only),'  no  damages 
were  recoverable  by  the  demandant.'  By  Magna  Carta,*  indeed, 
as  we  have  seen/  the  dower  of  the  wjdow  was  to  be  assigned  to 


1  Stat.  6  Edw.  I.,  c.  1.    This  action  has  been  abolished  by  the  3  A  4  Will.  IV., 
c.  27,  i  36.     1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  407,  note. 

»  1  Roper,  H,  &  W.  437 ;  Park,  Dow.  301.    See  2  Inst.  286 ;  10  Co.  116. 
•  Cap.  7.  4  Vol.  i.,  ch.  i.,  {  15. 

(t)66) 
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her  within  forty  days  after  the  death  of  her  husband ;  but,  as  Lord 
Coke  observes,^  '^  of  little  effect  was  that  Act,  for  that  no  penalty 
was  thereby  provided  if  it  were  not  done." 

The  stattUe  of  Merton. 

2.  This  rule  being  found  to  be  unjust  in  process  of  time  when 
the  actual  performance  of  the  feudal  duties  began  to  be  discontinued, 
statutes  were  made  giving  damages  and  costs  in  various  possessory 
actions.^  Among  these  enactments  was  the  statute  of  Merton,' 
which  partially  remedied  the  defects  in  the  common  law  in  cases  of 
dower  by  providing  that,  ''  of  widows  which  after  the  death  of  their 
husbands  are  deforced  of  their  dowers,  and  can  not  have  their 
dower  or  quarantine  without  plea,  whosoever  deforce  them  of  their 
dowers,  or  quarantine  of  the  lands  whereof  their  husbands  died 
seized,  and  that  the  same  widows  after  shall  recover  by  plea,  they 
that  be  convicted  of  such  wrongful  deforcement,  shall  yield  dam- 
ages to  the  same  widows ;  that  is  to  say,  the  value  of  the  whole 
dower  to  them  belonging  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  their  hus- 
bands, unto  the  day  that  the  said  widows,  by  judgment  of  our  court, 
have  recovered  seizin  of  their  dower,  &;c. ;  and  the  deforcers  never- 
theless shall  be  amerced  at  the  king's  pleasure."^ 

3.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  of  Merton  were  in  substance 
adopted  in  Massachusetts  in  1783,^  in  Virginia  in  1785,^  in  New 
York  in  1787,^  and  have  been  incorporated  in  the  dower  Acts  of 
most  of  the  States.'    In  a  case  in  Delaware,  it  was  said,  that  the 

1  Go.  Litt  32  b.     See  vol.  i.,  cb.  i.,  {  24. 

>  Marlb.  52  Hen.  III.,  c.  16;  6  Edw.  1.,  c.  1. 

'  20  Hen.  III.,  c.  I.    See  vol.  i.,  cb.  i.,  {23.         ^2  Inst.  SO ;  Park,  Dovr.  301. 

fi  4  Kent,  65.  *  12  Hen  Stat.  163. 

Y  1  Laws  N.  T.  (1813),  p.  57,  {  2. 

•  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  697,  22  4-7 ;  Rer.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  cb.  103,  2  6;  P-  ^07, 
22  22-24  ;  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  22  ^^y  1^  i  P-  '^^^i  2  ^^  \  Nixon's  Dig.  Stat.  N.  J. 
p.  200,  2  3  ;  Del  Code,  1852,  p.  292,  2  13;  Rer.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  2  5;  p. 
505,  22  13,  14 ;  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  2  4 ;  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  1858,  p.  115, 
2  65;  p.  457,  2  49;  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ky.  bj  Stanton,  p.  26,  22  ^t  ^0;  Rer.  Gode  N.  G. 
1855,  p.  605,  2  25 ;  1  Stat.  III.  1858,  p.  155,  22  26,  28  ;  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p. 
673,  2  26;  p.  675,  2  31 ;  p.  676,  22  34,  36  ;  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  2  17  ; 
p.  481,  2  20;  p.  482,  22  23,  25;  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  742,  22  l^t  20;  p.  743,  22  21, 
22  ;  2  Gomp.  Laws  Micb.  p.  854,  22  24-27  ;  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  2  24;  p.  410, 
22  25-27;  Rev.  SUt.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  22  24-27;  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408, 
22  24-27.  Under  the  Iowa  statute  of  Dec.  29,  1838,  and  cb.  116  of  the  Ctide,  dam- 
ages were  recoverable  in  an  Action  of  dowfr.     U'FtrrruU  o,  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381 
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Statute  had  always  been  in  force  in  that  State.^  The  Indiana  Ter- 
ritorial Act  of  1795,  gave  the  widow  damages  where  the  tenant 
neglected  to  assign  dower  upon  demand.'  In  Ohio,  the  statute  of 
1796,*  gave  "reasonable  damages."  The  Act  of  1804,*  was  silent 
as  to  damages,  but  gave  to  the  widow  a  "reasonable  support"  out 
of  the  husband's  estate.  The  Act  of  1805,^  restored  the  rif^ht  to 
"reasonable  damages."  The  law  of  1824,*  contained  no  provision 
upon  the  subject,  and  after  the  passage  of  this  enactment,  damages 
were  not  recoverable  in  that  State  in  proceedings  for  dower,^  until 
the  adoption  of  the  Act  of  1848,  which  conferred  upon  the  widow 
the  right  to  one-third  of  the  net  rents  accruing  during  the  pendencj 
of  the  action.^  In  South  Carolina,  the  widow  can  not  recover 
damages  in  the  courts  of  law  where  thfe  husband  died  seized.'  The 
Acts  of  1824  and  1825,  entitling  her  to  interest  on  assessments 
made  in  lieu  of  dower,'^  are  confined  to  cases  where  the  husband 
aliened  the  lands  during  the  coverture.^* 

By  the  terms  of  the  statute  the  husband  must  die  seized. 

4.  The  language  of  the  statute  of  Merton,  it  will  be  observed, 
extends  the  recovery  of  damages  to  those  cases  only,  where  the 
husband  died  seized.^' .  The  seizin  intended  by  the  statute,  is  a  seisin 
of  the  inheritance,  so  that  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  pos- 
session immediately  devolves  upon  the  heir.^    If,  therefore,  the 

Nor  was  the  statute  of  Merton  affected  b j  {  6  of  the  Act  of  Jaljr  30,  1840.  Ibid.  In 
Indiana,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  decree  for  dower  is  not  erroneoas  in  not  giTing  dam- 
ages  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  property  was  of  any  value.  Smith  v.  Addlemaa, 
6  Blackf.  406. 

1  Layton  v.  Batter,  4  Earring.  507. 

>  Adkins  v.  Holmes,  2  Carter  (Ind.),  197. 

s  Chase,  187,  {  2.  «  Ibid.  395.  ^  Ibid.  473,  {11.  •  Ibid.  1315. 

7  Bk.  U.  S.  V,  Dunseth,  10  Ohio,  18 

8  41  Ohio  Laws,  6 ;  1  Swan  k  Critchf.  522. 

•  Hey  ward  v,  Cuthbert,  1  M'Cord,  386 ;  Wright  v.  Jennings,  1  Bailey,  L.  277 ; 
McCreary  v.  Cloud,  2  Bailey,  343  ;  Lamar  v.  Scott,  4  lUch.  L.  516.  But  she  may 
have  relief  in  the  courts  of  equity.  Mey  v.  Mey,  1  Bailey,  L.  277,  note ;  Gordon  v. 
Stevens,  2  Hill  (S.  0.)  Ch.  429 ;  post,  ch.  xzvi.,  {  9. 

i<>  See  ante,  ch.  zziv.,  \\  49-56. 

"  Heyward  v.  Cuthbert,  1  M*Cord,  386  j  Wright  v,  Jennings,  1  Bailey,  L.  277 ; 
McCreary  v.  Cloud,  2  Bailey,  L.  343 ;  Lamar  v.  Scott,  4  Rich.  U  516.  See  post,  ch. 
zzvi.,  2  9,  and  note. 

"  Jenk.  Cent.  1,  ca.  85  ;  Dyer,  284  a.,  pi.  33 ;  Bro.  Damages,  pi.  62. 
.  "  Co.  Litt.  32  b. 
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hneband  make  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  son  in  tail,  and  die  during  the  continuance  of  the  entail,  his 
widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  damages  under  the  statute ;  because 
tlie  husband  was  only  actually  seized  of  an  estate  of  freehold  when 
he  died,  viz.:  for  his  life,  with  a  reversion  expectant. upon  the 
determination  of  an  estate  tail.^  But  if  he  die  seized  of  an  estate 
tail,  this  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  widow  to  damages.^ 

5.  The  provision  of  the  statute  of  Merton  restricting  the  right  to 
recover  damages  to  cases  where  the  husband  died  seized,  is  adopted 
in  New  York,'  Pennsylvania,^  New  Jersey,*  Maine,*  Maryland,^ 
Virginia,*  Kentucky,*  Delaware,^®  North  Carolina,"  Missouri,^'  Ala- 

1  YelT.  113 ;  Dame  Egerton's  case,  cited  Litt.  R  341 ;  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  note 
(4) ;  3  Balstr.  278;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  438.  And  it  has  been  held,  that  if  the  hus- 
band be  outlawed,  the  wife  shall  not  recover  damages,  upon  the  ground  that  this  is 
a  forfeiture  of  the  frank-tenement.  Bro.  Dam.  pi.  98  ;  Bro.  Utlagary,  pi.  36.  But 
Brooke  makes  a  query  thereof,  for  the  forfeiture  was  but  of  the  profits,  and  not  of 
the  frank-tenement  And  see  Bro.  Forfeiture  de  Torres,  pi.  30,  75 ;  Bro.  Utlagary, 
pi.  59  ;  Park,  Dow.  302,  note. 

«  Thjnn  v.  Thjnn,  Styles,  69  ;  Park,  Dow.  302. 

s  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  742,  i  19;  Embree  v.  Ellis,  2  John.  119;  Humphrey  v. 
Phinney,  Ibid.  484  ;  Hitchcock  v.  Harrington,  6  John.  290 ;  Jackson  v,  Donaghy,  7 
John.  247 ;  Hazen  v.  Thurber,  4  John.  Gh.  604;  Russell  v,  Austin,  1  Paige,  192. 

*  Sharp  V.  Pettit,  4  Dall.  212  ;  Leggett  v.  Steele,  4  Wash.  G.  G.  305;  Winder  v. 
Little,  1  Teates,  152  ;  Seaton  v.  Jamison,  7  Watts,  533  ;  Bamett  v.  Bamett,  16  S.  A 
R.  51. 

A  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  {  3 ;  Fisher  v.  Morgan,  Goxe,  125  ;  Sheppard  v.  Wardell, 
Ibid.  452;  Martin  v.  Martin,  2  Qreen,  125 ;  Young  v.  McPherson,  2  Penning.  895; 
Hopper  V.  Hopper,  2  Zab.  715 ;  s.  o.  1  Zab.  543.  But  where  the  husband  did  not 
die  seised,  the  widow  recovers  damages  from  the  time  of  demand.  Nixon's  Dig.  p. 
209,  ;  3  ;  Ghiswell  o.  Morris,  1  McGarter,  Gh.  101. 

*  Rer.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  ch.  103,  ■{  6  ;  Bolster  v.  Gushman,  34  Maine,  428. 

T  Steiger  v,  Hillen,  5  Gill  k  J.  121 ;  Eiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  143;  s.  c. 
8  Gill,  207 ;  Sellman  v,  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50 ;  Ghew  v.  Farmers  Bk.,  9  Qill,  361. 

>  Gode  Ya.  1849,  p.  475,  {{  10,  11 ;  Tod  e^  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498  ;  Thomas  v.  Gam- 
mel,  6  Leigh,  9.  ^  - 

*  2  Ey.  Rot.  Stat  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  {{  9,  10  ;  Waters  v.  Gooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
686 ;  Kendall  v.  Honey,  5  Mon.  282 ;  Marshall  v,  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon.  198 ;  McElroy 
V.  Wathen,  3  B.  Mon.  135  ;  Garton  o.  Bates,  4  B.  Mon.  366;  HiU  v.  Golden,  16  B. 

'  Mon.  551  ;  Yancy  v.  Smith,  2  Met  (Ky.)  408. 

1*  Del.  Gode,  1852,  p.  292,  {  13 ;  Newb^ld  v.  Ridgway,  1  Harring.  55 ;  Layton  v. 
Butler,  4  Harring.  507. 
u  ReT.  Gode  N.  G.  1855,  p.  605,  {  25;  Sutton  v.  Burrows,  2  Murph.  79. 
IS  1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  673,  i  26;  Rankin  t>.  Oliphant,  9  Misso.  239;  McGlana- 
ban  V.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746.   Damages  may  be  recovered  from  the  time  of  demand- 
,  ing  dower  where  the  husband  did  not  die  seised.    1  Rev.  Stat  Misso.  1855.  p.  673, 
{26. 
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bama,^  Wisconsin,^  Minnesota,'  Michigan/  Oregon/  and  Kansas/ 
and  formerly  prevailed  in  lowaJ 

6.  But  a  term  for  years,  carved  oat  of  the  estate,  will  not,  as  it 
has  been  before  shown,'  prevent  the  husband's  seizin  of  the  inheri- 
tance. If,  therefore,  the  lands  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable,  be 
subject  to  a  demise  for  years,  created  by  the  husband  previously  to 
the  marriage,  upon  which  a  rent  is  reserved,  his  widow  will  be 
entitled  to  recover  a  third  part  of  the  reversion,  and  a  like  propor- 
tion of  the  rent  and  damages;  because  the  husband  died  seised  of 
the  freehold  and  of  the  inheritance.*  And  it  has  been  held  in  Ken- 
tucky, that  where  the  husband  has  made  a  contract  for  the  sale 
and  conveyance  of  his  lands,  but  dies  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,  the  legal  seizin  of  the  title  with  which  he  is  invested, 
will  entitle  his  widovr  to  damages.^® 

7.  In  several  of  the  States,  damages  are  recoverable  whether 
the  husband  died  seized  or  not,  but  only  from  the  time  of  demand. 
This  is  the  case  in  Massachusetts,^^  New  Ham pshire,^^  Rhode  Island,^ 
Illinois,'^  and  was  formerly  the  law  in  Indiana.^'  So,  in  New  Jersey," 
Missouri,^^  and  Kansas,^  damages  may  be  recovered  against  the 
alienee  of  the  husband  from  the  time  of  demand.  In  Ohio,  from 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit.^*  In  Arkansas,  the  statute 
directs,  that  until  dower  is  apportioned,  the  court  shall  order  such 
sum  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  out  of  the  rent  of  the  estate,  as  shall 
be  in  proportion  to  her  interest  therein.''^ 


I  Beaven  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  30;  Slatiera  v.  Meek,  35  Ala.  528. 

>  Rev.  SUt.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  2  24 ;  ThTaaher  v.  Tyack,  15  Wis.  256. 

s  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {24.  «  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  854,  {  24. 

»  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {  24. 

*  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {17.    If  the  husband  do  not  die  seised, 
damages  may  be  recovered  from  the  time  of  demand.    Ibid. 

7  O'Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  38 L.  >  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xi.,  {  5. 

*  Co.  Litt.  32  b. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  438.    See  post,  {  35,  as  to  the  measnre  of  the 
recorery  of  damages  in  such  case. 

10  McElroy  v,  Wathen,  3  B.  Mon.  135. 

II  Stearns,  Re^  Act.  313 ;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  697,  {{  2,  4,  5,  6. 

i>  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  {  4.  »  Rev.  SUt  R.  L  1857,  p.  504»  {  6. 

>«  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  155,  {  26  ;  NicoU  v.  Ogdeo,  29  111.  323. 
u  Adkins  v.  Holmes,  2  Carter  (lod.),  107  ;  Kirbjr  v.  Holmes,  6  Ind.  33 ;  William- 
son V,  Ash,  7  Ind.  495. 

»  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  {3.  "  i  Rer.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  673,  {  36. 

»  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  17. 

»  1  Rer.  SUt.  Ohio,  p.  522,  {  18.  »  Dig.  SUt.  Ark.  1858,  p.  115,  {  65. 
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Extent  of  the  recovery  against  the  heir  where  the  plea  of  tout  tempe 

prist  18  not  interposed. 

8.  By  the  words  of  the  statate,  damages  are  given  from  the  death 
of  the  husband  to  the  day  that  the  widow  recovers  seizin  by  judg- 
ment. By  damages,  are  to  be  understood,  according  to  the  English 
authorities,  the  profits  of  the  third  part  of  the  estate  since  the 
death  of  the  husband,  (after  deducting  outgoings),  and  such  addi- 
tional sum  as  will  compensate  the  widow  for  any  further  loss  she 
may  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  detention  of  her  dower.^  The 
value  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  additional  compensation  for 
the  delay,  are  usually  assessed  severally,  although  damages  given 
generally  without  finding  the  value  of  the  land,  are  good.' 

9.  If  judgment  be  obtained  upon  the  default  or  nihil  dieit  of  the 
tenant,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  issue  to  ascertain  the  damages,  they 
may  be  carried  down  to  the  time  of  the  inquisition,'  unless  the 
demandant  has  been  in  possession  of  her  third  part  of  the  lands 
under  execution  awarded  upon  such  judgment;  in  which  case  the 
value  is  computed  only  to  the  time  of  seizin  delivered.^  If,  how- 
ever, damages  be  assessed  without  allowance  for  taxes  and  repairs, 
the  assessment  will  be  erroneous  and  liable  to  be  set  aside;  for 
under  the  words  ultra  reprisas  in  the  writ  of  dower,  deductions  of 
such  and  the  like  articles  are  required  to  be  made.^ 

10.  In  New  Jersey,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  her  proportion  of 
the  mesne  profits,  to  be  computed  from  the  death  of  her  husband 
until  the  recovery  of  seizin  by  judgment.*  The  rule  is  the  same  in 
New  York,'  except  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  a  longer  period 


1  Doct  k  Stod.  140 ;  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  note  (4).  And  seeSpiller  o.  Andrews, 
Lill.  Ent.  188;  8  Mod.  26;  Walker  v.  Neville,  1  Leon.  56;  Penrice  v.  Penrice,  2 
Barnes,  191.    See  post,  {  13. 

s  Hawes'  case,  Hetl.  141 ;  Park,  Dow.  306.  See  2  Sannd.  44  e.,  note ;  Ibid.  331 ; 
Bull.  N.  P.  117. 

*  Dobson  V.  Dobson,  Ga.  temp.  Hardw.  19 ;  2  Bam.  B.  R.  180,  207 ;  Park,  Dow. 
308.  And  see  the  record  in  Spiller  o.  Andrews,  Lill.  Bnt.  189,  incorrectly  reported 
in  8  Mod.  25 ;  Thjnn  v,  Thjnn,  T.  1649,  cited  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  note  (4) ; 
contra^  Penrice  v,  Penrice,  2  Barnes,  191. 

*  Walker  «.  Neville,  1  Leon.  56 ;  Park,  Dow.  308. 

*  Penrice  o.  Penrice,  Barnes,  234 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  440. 

*  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  209,  {  3;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  2  Zab.  715. 

7  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  742,  2  20 ;  p.  743,  {  22 ;  4  Kent,  69 ;  Jackson  v.  0*Donaghj, 
7  John.  247  ;  Hazen  v,  Thurber,  4  John.  Gb.  604 ;  Bell  v.  Major  N.  Y.,  10  Paige,  70. 
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than  six  years. ^  In  a  case  in  eqnitj,  where  there  were  several  heirs 
and  terre-tenants,  the  amount  was  directed  to  he  assessed  upon  them 
respectively,  according  to  the  time  of  their  enjoyment  of  the  pre- 
mises.^ In  Delaware,  also,  damages  may  be  recovered  against  the 
heir  from  the  period  of  the  husband's  death.'  So  in  Michigan/ 
Wisconsin,'  Minnesota,^  and  Oregon.^  -So  in  Maryland;^  and  in 
that  State,  an  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  may  be  brought 
do\vn  to  the  date  of  the  decree,  or  to  the  time  of  the  delivery  of 
possession  of  the  dower.*  So  in  Alabama,^*  Florida,"  Virginia,** 
Kentucky,^  Kansas,*^  and  Missouri.^'  And,  in  the  last  named 
State,  the  value  is  to  be  estimated,  not  as  of  any  particular  period, 
but  according  to  the  productive  value  of  the  property  at  the  dif- 
ferent periods  in  which  the  widow  was  deprived  of  her  dower."  In 
North  Carolina,  if  the  husband  die  seized,  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
an  account  for  mesne  profits  from  the  time  of  his  death  to  the  date 
of  the  assignment  of  the  dower.'^  And  where  buildings  which  had 
been  insured  were  burned  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  she  was 
awarded  a  pro  rata  share  of  the  insurance  money.*^ 

11.  In  Massachusetts,  damages  are  allowed  from  the  time  of  the 
demand,  if  the  action  be  against  the  person  of  whom  the  demand 
was  made.  If  against  a  subsequent  purchaser,  he  is  liable  only  for 
the  time  during  which  he  held  the  premises.*'    The  rule  is  sabstan- 

I  Post,  J  57.  '  Hazen  v.  Tharber,  4  John.  Gh.  604. 
'  Layton  v.  Batler,  4  Harring.  507.            *  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  854,  {  25. 
•  Rey.  Stat  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  ;  25.          •  SUit.  Minn.  1858,  p.  410,  {  25. 

7  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  J  25. 

8  Wells  V,  Beall,  2  Gill  k  J.  468 ;  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Gh.  206,  231 ;  Darnall 
V.  Hill,  12  Gill  &  J.  388. 

»  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill  k  J.  388. 
10  BeaYers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20;  SlatUr  v.  Meek,  35  Ala.  528. 

II  May  V.  May,  7  Flonda,  207. 

IS  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {  11 ;  Tod  v.  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498 ;  Thomas  «.  Gammel, 
6  Leigh,  9.  But  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  a  longer  period  than  five  years.  Code 
Ya.  1849,  p.  475,  {  11. 

K  2  Rey.  Stat.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  9.  Bat  the  recovery  is  restricted  to  £▼« 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Ibid.  {  10.  See  Wood  v.  Lee,  5 
Mon.  50. 

i«  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {17. 

»  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  673,  J  26;  McClanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746. 

!•  McClanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746. 

1^  Rev.  Code  K.  C.  1855,  p.  605,  {  25;  Sutton  v.  Burrows,  2  Murph.  79;  Spencer 
V.  Weston,  1  Dey.  &  B.  213;  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  £q.  357. 

10  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357,  363,  364. 

»  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  ch.  135,  {{  4,  5,  6 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  231 ;  Perry  0.  Good- 
win, 6  Mass.  498.    See  post,  {  25. 
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tiallj  the  same  in  Maine/  New  Hampshire,'  and  Rhode  Island.^ 
In  Illinois,  the  recovery  is  from  the  date  of  the  demand/  In  Ohio, 
the  damages  are  computed  from  the  date  of  filing  the  petition.^ 

12.  The  Indiana  statute  of  1838,  contained  the  following  pro* 
vision:^  '^In  cases  of  demand  and  refusal  to  assign  dower,  where 
there  is  no  minor  heir,  the  widow  shall  he  entitled  to  reasonable 
damages  from  the  heir  or  other  person,  as  aforesaid,  from  the  time 
of  such  demand  to  the  time  of  the  assignment  of  her  dower."  By 
the  Act  of  1848,  when  a  widow  recovered  dower  in  a  suit  against 
the  heir,  she  was  entitled  to  damages  for  the  withholding  of  her 
dower,  to  he  estimated  from  the  death  of  her  husband.^  In  the 
case  of  Adkins  v.  Holmes,^  the  court,  in  commenting  upon  these 
statutes,  said:  ''As  there  were  minor  heirs,  the  petitioners  were 
not  entitled,  under  the  statute  of  1888,  to  any  damages.  Their 
claim  to  damages  depends  entirely  on  the  Act  of  1848.  The  hus* 
band  died  about  January,  1848,  and  the  dower  was  demanded  in 
October  of  that  year.  The  Act  of  1848  took  effect  in  March,  1844. 
Under  these  circumstances,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  damages 
recoverable  against  the  heirs  in  this  case,  are  such  as  accrued  after 
the  Act  of  1848  took  effect."* 

18.  There  are  but  few  of  the  American  States  in  which  the  right 
of  the  widow  to  damages  oeeasione  detentione  dotis^^  is  recognized. 
The  prevailing  doctrine  entitles  her  to  one-third  of  the  annual  value 
of  the  mesne  profits,  but  to  nothing  more.^^  In  New  Jersey,  the 
point  has  been  discussed,  but  not  determined.^'  But  in  South  Caro- 
lina it  has  been  expressly  laid  down,  that  the  widow  may  recover 
damages  for  the  detention  of  her  dower,  in  addition  to  her  share  of 
the  profits  proceeding  from  the  estate.^^ 


1  Rey.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  22  22,  23. 

s  K.  H.  Gomp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  2  4.  *  Rev.  Stot  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  2  5. 

«  I  Stat  111.  1858,  p.  155,  2  2^-  *  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  522,  2  18. 

•  R.  S.  1838,  p.  240.  ^  R.  S.  1843,  p.  807. 
B  Adkins  v.  Holmes,  2  Carter  (Ind.),  197. 

*  See,  also,  Eirbj  v.  Holmes,  6  Ind.  33 ;  Williamson  v.  Ash,  7  Ind.  495 ;  Galbreath 
V,  Gray,  20  Ind.  290. 

^^  See  ante,  2  8. 

"  4  Kent,  69;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  230,  231 ;  Sed^rwick  on  Dam.  130. 
i<  Fisher  v.  Morgan,  Goxe,  125,  (1792) ;  Martin  v,  Martin,  2  Qreen  (K.  J.),  125. 
See,  also,  Layton  v.  Bntler,  4  Harring.  507,  510,  511. 
u  Keith  V.  Trapier,  1  Bailey,  Eq.  63. 
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Recovery  where  tout  temp$  prist  is  pleaded. 

14.  The  heir  may,  as  has  been  already  noticed,^  save  himself 
from  damages,  if  he  come  in  and  acknowledge  the  action,  and  plead 
tout  temps  prists  t.  e.  aver  that  he  was  at  all  times  ready  to  render 
dower,  if  it  had  been  demanded.  For  this  reason  it  is,  that  Lord 
Coke  observes,  ^^it  is  necessary  for  the  wife,  after  the  decease  of  her 
husband,  as  soon  as  she  can,  to  demand  her  dower  before  good  tes- 
timony ;  for  otherwise  she  may,  by  her  own  defaalt,  lose  the  value 
after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  her  damages  for  detaining  of 
dower."'  In  what  cases  the  heir  may  avail  himself  of  this  plea  has 
been  already  stated.^  If  the  demandant  take  issue  upon  it,  the 
damages  will  await  the  event  of  the  issued 

15.  If  the  heir  controvert  the  title  of  dower,  he  can  not,  of 
course,  have  the  benefit  of  the  plea  of  tout  temps  prist;  and  there- 
fore, whatever  delay  may  have  occurred,  the  widow  will,  if  judg- 
ment be  given  in  her  favor,  be  entitled  to  damages  from  the  death 
of  her  husband.'  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  heir  omits  to 
set  up  the  widow's  neglect  to  demand  her  dower.*  Lord  Coke 
indeed,  remarks,  that  ^'some  say  that  the  demandant  in  a  writ  of 
dower,  that  delayeth  herself,  shall  not  recover  damages;"^  but  this 
seems  to  be  no  further  true  than  as  it  may  enable  the  heir  to  save 
himself  of  damages,  on  the  plea  ottout  temps  prist.  In  Dobson  v.  Dob- 
son,^  in  error  upon  a  judgment  in  dower,  one  of  the  errors  assigned 
was,  that  damages  were  given  d  morte  vvri^  whereas  they  ought 
only  to  have  been  given  from  the  time  of  suing  out  the  writ,  since 
it  did  not  appear  there  was  any  demand  of  dower  in, pais;  and  Co. 
Litt.  82,  83,  was  cited,  that  the  demandant  should  take  care  to 
make  demand  as  soon  as  possible,  lest  she  lose  the  value  of  her 
dower,  and  that  the  heir  does  no  wrong  till  a  demand  is  made.  But 
it  was  replied,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  tenants,  would  they 
have  excused  themselves  from  damages,  to  plead  tout  temps  prists 
as  the  words  of  the  statute^  expressly  require;  and  upon  this  answer, 

1  Ante,  ch.  v.,  {{  44-46. 

<  Co.  Litt  32  b.     And  see  Gilb.  Dow.  376,  376.        *  Ante,  ch.  t.,  {|  44-46. 
«  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  33  a. ;  Doct  k  Stud.  141 ;  Bro.  Damages,  pi.  62,  79 ;  Bro.  Dow  . 
pi.  32  ;  Gilb.  Uses,  375. 
»  Park,  Dow.  304.  •  Boll.  N.  P.  1X7 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  445. 

V  Go.  Litt.  33  b.    And  see  Gilb.  Dow.  375,  376. 
>  Dobson  V,  Dobson,  Ca.  temp.  Hardw.  19;  2  Barn.  B.  R.  180. 
*  Qucertf  what  statute?    Park,  Dow.  305,  note. 
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the  court  overruled  the  exception.  And  in  Kent  v.  Kent,^  the 
same  exception  was  overruled  in  a  case  where  the  writ  was  not 
brought  until  two  years  after  the  death  of  the  husband. 

16.  Where  the  demandant,  after  the  death  of  her  husband, 
entered  and  continued  in  possession  five  years,  and  afterwards  the 
heir  entered,  upon  which  she  brought  dower,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
tenant  need  not  plead  tout  tempi  priH  after  his  re-entry,  for  the 
time  the  demandant  had  occupied  was  a  sufficient  recompense  for 
the  damages.' 

17.  In  a  case  in  New  Jersey,  where  the  demandant  received 
compensation  for  the  annual  value  of  her  dower,  during  the  heir's 
possession  of  the  freehold,  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of  that  fact 
should  be  given  in  mitigation  of  damages  upon  the  execution  of  the 
writ  of  inquiry ;  and  that  it  was  not  pleadable  in  the  action.'  In 
Alabama,  it  has  been  held,  that  if  the  widow  occupy  lands  after- 
wards assigned  for  her  dower,  interest  on  the  value  of  such  portion 
is  to  be  set  off  against  her  claim.^  But  the  occupation-  by  her  of 
the  dwelling-house  under  the  statute,^  until  her  dower  is  assigned, 
does  not  impair  her  right  to  mesne  profits  of  other  lands  of  which 
dower  is  withheld.* 

18.  It  was  held  in  some  of  the  earlier  cases  in  New  Jersey,  that 
tout  temps  prist  might  be  pleaded  by  the  heir  in  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  dower  and  damages  for  its  detention.^  But  it  is  now 
settled,  under  the  statute  of  that  State,  that  where  the  husband  dies 
seized,  no  demand  is  necessary  to  enable  the  widow  to^  recover 
damages  from  the  period  of  his  death,  and  that  tout  temps  prist  is 
not  a  good  plea  in  bar  of  her  claim.^ 

19.  But  even  where  the  heir  pleads  tout  temps  prist  with  suc- 
cess, the  demandant  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  from  the  teste 
of  the  original  to  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry.*  The  doc- 
trine of  the  English  courts  in  this  particular  has  been  recognized 

1  Kent  V.  Kent,  2  Stra.  971 ;  8.  o.  2  Barn.  B.  R.  357. 

*  Riche's  case,  3  Leon.  62 ;  Dal.  100.  Bat  see  Belfield  v.  Roas,  4  Leon.  198,  and 
queere, 

'  Woodruff  9.  Brown,  2  Harr.  246.  «  Sprtngle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  296. 

ft  Code,  2  1359.  •  Perrine  v.  Perrine,  35  Ala.  644. 

'  Woodruff  V,  Brown,  2  Harr.  246,  Ford  and  Nevius,  JJ.,  dissenting;  Hopper  v. 
Hopper,  1  Zab.  543. 

'  Hopper  V.  Hopper,  2  Zab.  715,  in  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals,  reversing  judg- 
ment of  supreme  court  in  same  case,  1  Zab.  543. 

•  Barnes,  234 ;  Bull.  N.  P.  117 ;  Park,  Dow.  303 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  445. 
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in  Delanvare,^  and  in  Maryland  f  and,  it  is  apprehended,  is  gene- 
rally adopted  in  the  United  States. 

Damage$  as  against  the  alienee  of  the  huthandL 

20.  Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Park  has  the  following  obseryations:^ 
^^  It  seems,  however,  that  although  the  husband  does  not  die  seized, 
the  wife  may  become  entitled  to  damages  against  the  alienee,  by 
a  demand  and  refusal  of  dower,  but  such  damages  will  be  recovered 
only  from  the  time  of  the  demand.^  On  this  point  the  books 
observe,  that  ^  she  can  lay  no  default  in  the  feoffee  till  she  demand 
her  dower  upon  the  ground,  and  that  the  tenant  be  not  there  to 
assign  it ;  or  if  he  be  there,  that  he  will  not  assign  it ;  for  he  that 
hath  the  possession  of  land  whereunto  any  woman  hath  title  of 
dower,,  hath  good  authority,  as  against  her,  to  take  the  profits  till 
she  require  her  dower.'  *'* 

21.  Mr.  Roper  remarks  in  regard  to  this  matter  as  follows  :*  ^^If, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  husband  did  not  die  seized,  Jiaving  aliened 
the  lands,  the  widow  will  not  be  entitled  at  law  to  mesne  profits, 
damages,  or  costs,  because  such  a  case  is  not  within  the  provisions 
of  the  statutes  of  Merton  and  Gloucester ;  and  by  the  common  law, 
as  we  have  seen,  she  was  only  entitled  to  recover  one-third  of  the 
lands  and  of  their  value  from  the  time  she  obtained  judgment  for 
her  dower."  To  this,  Mr.  Jacob  appends  the  following  note  :^  ^^It 
is  said  in  Jenkins,^  that  where  the  husband  doco  not  die  seized,  if 
the  widow  demands  her  dower  and  the  tenant  refuses,  she  shall 
recover  damages  from  the  time  of  the  refusal ;  but  this  dictom  is 
not  supported  by  the  other  authorities,  and  the  case  is  certainly  not 
within  the  statute  of  Merton." 

22.  In  New  York,  in  an  early  case,^  it  was  held,  that  where  the 
husband  has  aliened,  no  damages  can  be  recovered  against  the 
alienee ;  and  in  that  case,  the  widow  was  required  to  remit  the 
damages  which  had  been  assessed  by  the  jury.  But  subsequently, 
in  a  case  in  chancery,  a  purchaser  under  execution  against  the 
husband,  and  who  had  also  become  the  assignee  of  a  mortgage  para- 

i  Lay  ton  v,  Butler,  4  HarriDg.  607.  <  DarnaU  v.  Hill)  12  Oill  k  J.  38S. 

•  Park,  Dow.  302. 

^  Jenk.  Cent.  1,  ca.  85  ;  Doctor  k  Stud.  Dial.  II.,  ch.  14. 

B  Doctor  k  Stud.  Dial.  II.,  ch.  14.  <  I  Roper,  H.  k  W.  440. 

Y  Ibid.  note.  >  Page  45. 

*  Embree  v.  Ellis,  2  John.  119. 
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mount  to  dower,  was  required  to  account  for  the  rents  atid  profits 
accruing  subsequently  to  the  date  of  his  purchase.^  In  Humphrey 
V.  Phinney,'  a  plea  by  the  purchase;  that  valuable  improvements 
had  been  made  after  the  husband  had  conveyed  the  premises,  and 
that  since  the  death  of  the  latter,  he  had  been,  and  still  was,  ready 
to  set  off  one-third  of  the  estate  according  to  its  actual  value  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance  by  the  husband,  was  sustained. 

23.  It  was  decided  in  a  case  in  Maryland,  that  damages  may  be 
recovered  at  law  against  the  alienee  of  the  husband  f  but  this  de- 
cision was  afterwards  overruled.^  It  is  settled,  however,  that  in 
equity,  a  widow  may  have  a  decree  for  the  rents  and  profits  agamst 
the  alienee,  accruing  after  her  dower  was  demanded  ;^  and  she  may 
proceed  in  equity  for  the  rents,  after  she  has  recovered  her  dower 
at  law.* 

24.  In  Delaware,'^  New  Jersey,®  Missouri,*  Kansas,^®  lowa^"  New 
Hampshire,^  Rhode  Island,^  and  lUinois,^^  the  alienee  is  held  liable 
for  damages  from  the  time  of  a  demand  and  refusal  to  assign 
dower.  The  rule  seems  to  be  the  same  in  Pennsylvania,'^  and  was 
at  one  time  in  force  in  Indiana.'*    In  Virginia,'^  and  Ohio,'®  the 

I  Rusaell  v,  Austin,  1  Paige,  192.    See  4  Kent,  69. 

s  Humphrey  v.  Pbinnej,  2  John.  484.  >  Steiger  v.  Hillen,  5  Gill  i^  J.  121. 

«  Sellman  v.  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50  ;  Eiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  143 ;  b.  o. 
8  Gill,  207;  Chew  v.  Farmers  Bk.,  9  Gill,  361. 

•  Sellman  v,  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50 ;  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  143.  See 
Steiger  v.  Hillen,  5  Gill  A  J.  121. 

•  Sellman  v.  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50 ;  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  143 ; 
B.  0  8  Gill,  207.    See  post,  ch.  zzvi.,  {  5. 

'  Layton  v.  Butler,  4  Barring.  507. 

>  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  J  3.  See  Woodruff  v.  Brown,  2  Harr.  246 ;  Hopper  v.  Hop- 
per, 2  Zab.  715;  Ghiswell  v.  Morris,  1  McCarter,  Gh.  101. 

•  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  673,  {  26 ;  McGlanahan  v.  Porter,  10  Misso.  746.  A 
purchaser  on  execution  stands  in  the  same  position  as  a  grantee  directly  from  the 
bnsband.    Ibid. 

1'  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {17. 

II  OTerrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381.  But  arrears  can  not  be  recovered  for  a  period 
exceeding  six  years.    Ibid.    Post,  {26. 

1*  N.  H.  Gomp.  Stat  1853,  p.  521,  |  4.        »  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I  1857,  p.  504,  {  5. 

^*  1  Stat.  m.  1858,  p.  155,  {  26;  Nicoll  v.  Ogden,  29  111.  323. 

^  Winder  v.  Little,  1  Teates,  152.  Bat  see  Sharp  v.  Pettit,  4  Dall.  212,  and  Leg- 
gett  V.  Steele,  4  Wash.  G.  G.  305. 

^  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1843,  p.  807 ;  Galbreath  v.  Gray,  20  Ind.  290. 

If  Gode  Ya.,  1849,  p.  475,  {  11 ;  Tod  v.  Baylor,  4  Leigh,  498 ;  Thomas  v.  Gammel, 
6  Leigh,  9. 

»  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  522,  {  18. 
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recovery  is  limited  to  the  damages  accruing  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit ;  while  in  South  Carolina/  where  the  husband  has 
aliened,  the  courts  award  to  the  widow  one-third  of  the  annual 
interest  on  the  purchase-monej  from  the  death  of  the  husband  to 
the  time  of  the  assessment.' 

25.  In  Massachusetts,  damages  are  recoverable  from  the  time  of 
a  demand  on  one  who  was  tenant  of  the  freehold  at  the  time  of  the 
demand ;  and  not  from  the  time  of  a  demand  on  one  who  was  the 
tenant  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  but  not  when  the  demand  was 
made.*  If  an  Action  be  brought  against  a  subsequent  purchaser, 
damages  are  allowed  only  from  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  a 
separate  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  against  the  prior 
tenant  to  recover  damages  from  the  time  of  demand  to  the  time  of 
his  conveyance.* 

26.  In  Maine,  the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  statute  above 
referred  to  have  been  substantially  adopted.^  In  a  case  where  the 
demandant,  after  having  recovered  judgment,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  warrantor  of  the  tenant,  that  she  would  receive 
a  specified  sum  yearly,  during  her  life,  in  lieu  of  dower,  it  was  held, 
that  this  agreement  did  not,  after  a  neglect  of  payment,  bar  the 
right  of  the  widow  to  recover  possession  by  writ  of  entry ;  but  that 
she  was  entitled  to  mesne  profits  only  from  the  time  that  she  made 
known  in  some  form,  her  election  to  avoid  the  agreement.* 

27.  In  Kentucky,  before  the  revised  statutes  were  adopted,  it 
was  repeatedly  determined,  that  where  the  husband  had  conveyed 
his  estate  during  the  coverture,  no  damages  could  be  recovered 
against  the  alienee,  even  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit.^  A 
mere  contract  of  sale,  however,  if  the  husband  died  without  having 
executed  a  deed,  did  not  exonerate  the  purchaser  from  liability  for 

1  Payne  v,  Payne,  Dadley,  Bq.  124.  *  See  ante,  {  3. 

*  Leavitt  v.  Lamprey,  13  Pick.  382,  (under  stat.  of  1828,  c.  137,  |  6) ;  Gen.  Stat. 
Mass.  p.  697,  {{  4,  5. 

^  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  231 ;  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  c.  135,  {{  4, 5, 6.  See  Steams,  Real 
Act  313. 

*  Rev.  Stat  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {|  22,  23.  See  Bolster  v,  Gnshman,  34  Maine, 
428. 

<  Sargent  v,  Roberts,  34  Maine,  135. 

'  Kendall  v.  Honey,  5  Mon.  282 ;  Marshall  o.  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon.  198  ;  Garten  v. 
Bates,  4  B.  Mon.  366 ;  Waters  v,  Gooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  588 ;  Golden  r.  Maopin, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  236,  240.  But  in  Mahoney  v.  Tonng,  3  Dana,  588,  the  widow  wss 
permitted  to  recover  against  a  purchaser  f^om  her  hnsband,  one-third  of  the  rents 
that  had  accrued  after  the  filing  of  her  bill. 
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mesne  profits ;  and  in  such  case,  the  widow  recovered  one-third  of 
the  rents  accruing  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and  in 
equity,  a  sub-purchaser  pending  the  action  was  required  to  account 
for  such  as  accrued  after  his  purchase.^  And  now,  bj  the  revised 
statutes,^  a  widow  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  against  a  purchaser 
from  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  her  action.* 

28.  In  Alabama,  it  is  settled,  that  in  the  courts  of  law,  a  widow 
can  recover  damages  or  mesne  profits  as  against  a  purchaser,  only 
from  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  her  suit  */  but  in  equity, 
damages  are  allowed  on  the  ground  of  title,  and  she  is  there  awarded 
interest  upon  the  arrears.^  In  Johnson  v.  Elliott,*  it  was  held,  that 
where  the  grantee  of  the  husband,  after  the  death  of  the  latter, 
receives  the  rents,  the  widow  is  entitled,  in  her  proceeding  for 
dower,  to  a  decree  for  her  proportion.  A  daughter,  entitled  under 
a  covenant  to  stand  seized,  for  love  and  aiFection,  is  not  regarded 
as  such  a  ''purchaser,"  as  to  be  exempt  from  a  claim  for  mesne 
profits  before  a  formal  demand  of  dower.^ 

29.  The  revised  statutes  of  New  York,  as  we  have  seen,^  entitle 
the  widow  to  damages  only  where  the  husband  died  seized,  *Ho  be 
estimated  in  a  suit  against  the  heirs  of  her  husband  from  the  time 
of  his  death ;  and  in  suits  against  other  persons  from  the  time  of 
her  demanding  her  dower  of  such  persons."^  ''A  more  necessary 
provision  respecting  damages  as  against  the  alienee  of  the  husband," 
says  Chancellor  Kent,*^  "  is  altogether  omitted."  In  Michigan," 
Wisconsin,"  Minnesota,"  and  Oregon,^^  the  law  upon  this  subject  is 
substantially  the  same  as  in  New  York. 

Damages  as  against  the  alienee  of  the  heir. 
80.  If  the  heir  alien  the  lands  after  the  husband's  death,  and 

1  McElroj  V,  Wathen,  3  B.  Mon.  135. 

<  2  Ky.  Rey.  Stat,  by  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  10. 

*  Yancy  v.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  408. 

«  Beaveri  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20 ;  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295;  Francis  v,  Gar- 
rard, 18  Ala.  794. 

*  BeaFcrs  v.  Smith,  1 1  Ala.  20. 

*  Johnson  v.  Elliott,  12  Ala.  112.  See  Springle  v.  Shields,  17  Ala.  295 ;  Francis 
V.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  794. 

T  Slatter  v.  Meek,  35  Ala.  528. 

»  Ante,  J  6.  »  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  742,  {  20.  >«  4  Kent,  69. 

^^  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  854,  {  25. 

"  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  648,  |  25.     But  see  Thrasher  v.  Tyack,  16  Wis.  256. 

1*  Sut  Minn.  1858,  p.  410,  2  25.  i«  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {  25. 
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the  widow  recover  dower  against  the  alienee,  she  will  be  entitled 
to  mesne  profits  and  damages  against  him,  to  be  computed  from 
her  husband's  death ;  and  it  will  be  no  excuse  for  him  to  say,  that 
he  has  not  been  in  possession  of  the  premises  during  the  whole  of 
that  period,  because  damages,  including  mesne  profits,  having  been 
given  to  the  widow  when  her  husband  died  seized,  she  could  only 
bring  her  writ  of  dower  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  which, 
in  this  case  was  the  alienee  of  the  heir.^ 

•  81.  Under  the  early  New  York  statute,  the  widow,  in  an  action 
against  the  alienee  of  the  heir,  was  allowed  to  recover  full  damages 
from  the  death  of  her  husband.'  In  chancery,  if  there  were  several 
terre-tenants,  the  damages  were  apportioned  among  them  according 
to  the  time  they  had  respectively  enjoyed  the  premises.'  But  now, 
by  the  revised  statutes,  in  a  suit  against  the  alienee  of  the  heir, 
damages  are  recoverable  only  from  the  time  of  the  demand  of 
dower.^  In  such  case,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  heir 
damages  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  hudband  to  the  time  of 
the  alienation  by  the  former,  not  exceeding  six  years  in  the  whole; 
and  the  amount  which  she  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  heir  is  to 
be  deducted  from  the  amount  she  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to 
recover  from  his  grantee,  and  any  amount  recovered  as  damages 
from  the  grantee  must  be  deducted  from  the  sum  she  would  other- 
wise be  entitled  to  recover  from  the  heir.^  These  provisions  of  the 
New  York  statute  have  been  re-enacted  in  Michigan,*  Wisconsin,^ 
Minnesota,^  and  Oregon.^  A  similar  rule  is  in  force  in  Massachu- 
setts,^^  Maine,"  New  Hampshire,"  and  Rhode  Island." 

32.  In  Pennsylvania,  the  doctrine  of  the  English  courts  is 
adhered  to,  and  it  is  held,  that  the  demandant,  where  the  husband 
died  seized,  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  from  the  tenant  for  the 
time  being,  from  the  time  of  the  husband*s  death,  although  the 
defendant   may   have   been  in   possession  but  a  portion   of  the 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  440;  Belfield  v,  Rowse,  Co.  Litt.  33  a. ;  Mo.  80 ;  4  Leon.  198 ; 
Bull.  N.  P.  117  ;  Stearns,  Real  Act.  312. 

2  Hitchcock  V.  Harrington,  6  John.  290.       *  Hazen  v.  Thurber,  4  John.  Gh.  604. 
*  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  742,  J  20.  *  L  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  743,  {  22. 

«  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  854,  Jj  25,  27. 

T  Rev.  SUt.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  H  25,  27.    See  Thrasher  v.  Tjack,  15  Wis.  256. 

8  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  410,  U  25,  27.  •  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {}  25, 27. 

10  Gen.  Sut.  Mass.,  ch.  135,  {{  4,  5,  6.     See  ante,  {{  U,  25. 

11  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  23.  "  N.  H.  Comp.  Stat.  1853,  p.  521,  {  4. 
IS  Rev.  Sut  R.  I.  1857,  p.  504,  {  5. 
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time.^  So  in  Missottri ;'  and  in  that  State,  a  purchaser  under  a  sale 
made  by  ^^der  of  court  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  is  liable  to  the 
same  extent  as  a  purchaser  from  the  heir.'  So  in  Kansas,^  Vir- 
ginia,' Kentucky,^  and  New  Jersey.^  In  Delaware,  as  against  the 
alienee  of  tV"5  heir,  damages  can  be  recovered  only  from  the  time 
his  title  accrued.^  In  Illinois,  from  the  time  of  a  demand  f  and  in 
Ohio,  from  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit.^® 

88.  In  a  case"  in  Indiana,  A.  died  the  owner  of  a  building,  part 
of  which  was  used  for  a  dry  goods  store,  and  the  residue  for  a 
dwelling.  The  widow  continued  in  the  dwelling,  and  the  heirs 
leased  the  store  room  to  B.  The  whole  building  having  been  after- 
wards set  off  to  the  widow  for  her  dower,  she  brought  suit  against 
B.  for  the  rent  which  had  accrued  for  the  use  of  the  store  room 
before  her  dower  was  assigned.  It  was  held,  that  the  action  would 
not  lie.  The  court  said :  '^  The  right  to  occupy  the  dwelling  did 
not  extend  to  the  store  room.  It  was  not  appropriated  to,  nor  in 
any  way  necessary  for,  the  use  or  convenience  of  the  dwelling-house. 
The  fact  that  it  was,  on  demand  of  dower  in  her  husband's  real 
estate,  set  off  to  her,  gave  her  no  right  of  action  for  previous  use  and 
occupation  by  tenants  of  the  heirs.  Her  remedy  would  be  in  dam- 
ages against  the  heirs  for  detention  of  her  dower.'* 

84.  As  a  purchaser  from  the  heir  can  not  aver  that  he  was  in 
possession  of  the  estate  during  all  the  period  which  elapsed  after 
the  husband's  death,  and  therefore  is  unable  to  show  that  he  had 
the  power  of  assigning  dower  at  all  times  during  that  period,  he  is 
not  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  the  plea  tout  temps  prUt}^  This 
doctrine  has  been  applied  to  a  case  determined  in  New  Jer- 


I  SeatoQ  V.  Jamison,  7  Watts,  633 ;  Sandback  v.  Quigley,  8  Watts,  460,  462 ;  g 
Ljle  V.  Richards,  9  Serg.  k  R.  368.    See  Jones  «.  Patterson,  12  Pa.  St.  149.  \ 

>  1  Rey.  Stat.  Misso.  1865,  p.  673,  {  26;  Rankin  v,  Oliphant,  9  Misso.  239. 

*  Rankin  v,  Oliphant,  tvpra.  ^  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  480,  {  17. 

*  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  |  11.  Bnt  a  recover/  can  not  be  had  for  a  longer  period 
than  fiye  years.    Ibid. 

<  2  Ey.  ReT.  Stat,  bj  Stanton,  p.  26,  2  10.    The  same  limitation  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  recoYcry  exists  in  this  State  as  in  Virginia.    Ibid. 
T  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  209,  {  3. 
8  Newbold  v.  Ridgway,  1  Earring.  66 ;  Green  o.  Tennant,  %  Barring.  336. 

*  1  Stat.  111.  1868,  p.  165,  |  26.  "  1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  622,  {  18. 

II  Williamson  v.  Ash,  7  Ind.  495. 

u  Park,  Dow.  305 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  445 ;  Go.  Lltt  33  a. ;  2  Bac.  Abr.  392.    And 
see  1  Keb.  87. 
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sey.^   And  in  Missouri,  if  the  husband  die  seized,  a  purchaser  under 
a  judicial  sale  made  after  his  death  can  not  plead  totU  temps  priaL^ 

Measure  of  damages  where  there  is  an  outstanding  term  for  years, 

35.  If  the  lands  were  leased  for  years  before  the  marriage,  the 
widow  will  recover  dower,  not  according  to  the  value  of  the  land, 
but  according  to  the  rent;^  and  it  follows,  that  if  the  rent  reserved 
was  only  a  nominal  one,  no  damages,  or  none  but  such  as  are 
merely  nominal,  can  be  recovered/  The  case  of  Hitchens  v.  Hitch- 
ens,^  illustrates  this  point.  There,  the  husband's  father  devised, 
that  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  personal  property  to  pay  debts  and 
legacies,  his  executors  should  pay  the  same  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  his  real  estate;  and,  when  debts  and  legacies  were  paid, 
devised  his  real  estate  to  his  son  in  tail,  with  remainders  over.  The 
executors  entered  on  the  real  estate,  and  the  son  died  before  the 
debts  were  paid,  and  before  he  had  any  possession,  and  his  widow 
recovered  her  dower  in  the  mayor's  court,  and  221L  for  damages. 
She  afterwards  instituted  a  suit  in  the  court  of  chancery  to  have  a 
mortgage  term  set  aside,  and  for  other  purposes;  and  on  a  cross 
bill  brought  by  the  devisee  of  the  lands  and  the  executors,  to  set 
aside  the  recovery  of  damages,  it  was  admitted  by  the  Lord  Keeper 
that  the  damages  were  carried  too  far  back ;  she  having  recovered 
the  value  from  the  death  of  her  husband;  whereas  she  ought  to 
have  had  damages  but  from  the  time  the  debts  were  paid  and  trusts 
performed,  and  the  verdict  was  set  aside  accordingly. 

Instances  in  which  damages  are  not  recoverable. 

36.  No  damages  can  be  recovered  under  the  statute  of  yerton 
on  a  writ  of  right  of  dower,*  because  damages  can  only  be  given 


^  Woodruff  V.  BrowDj  2  Harr.  246.  See  ante,  {  18;  Sandback  v.  Qaiglej,  8 
Watts,  460|  462. 

'  Raokin  v.  Oliphant,  9  Misso.  239. 

>  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  33  a.,  note  (5).  In  Winch,  80,  in  a  case  where  the  lands 
were  let  for  years,  rendering  rent,  it  is  said,  this  doth  save  to  the  tenant  damages ; 
but  it  is  in  all  probability  a  mistake  of  the  reporter.  It  is  obvious,  that  if  the  widow 
was  dowable  of  the  rent,  she  is  as  much  entitled  to  damages  for  the  detainer  of  that, 
as  if  she  were  dowable  of  the  land.  Park,  Dow.  306,  note.  See  ante,  {  6 ;  toI.  L, 
ch.  XX vi.,  {21. 

«  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Gb.  206,  231.        »  Hitchens  v.  Hitchens,  2  Vem.  404. 

•  Co.  Litt.  32  b. ;  1  Keb.  86,  arg. 
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for  the  detention  of  possession ;  and  in  writs  of  right,  where  the  right 
itself  is  disputed,  no  damages  are  given,  because  no  wrong  is  done 
until  the  right  is  determined.^  So,  if  the  heir,  or  his  alienee,  assign 
dower,  and  the  widow  accept  thereof,  she  can  not  afterwards  claim 
damages ;  because,  having  accepted  the  dower,  vhich  is  the  principal, 
she  can  not  afterwards  sue  for  damages,  which  are  only  accessory.^ 

87.  In  the  United  States,  the  distinction  in  the  English  practice 
above  noticed  between  a  recovery  on  a  writ  of  right  of  dower  and 
on  a  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  habet,  does  not  seem  to  be  regarded,  and 
damages  are  given  without  reference  to  the  form  of  the  action,  as  well 
where  the  right  of  the  widow  is  disputed  as  where  it  is  not  denied.' 

Demand  of  dower. 

88.  The  widow's  title  is  so  highly  favored  in  law,  that  her  demand 
of  endowment,  without  an  express  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  tenant, 
will  be  sufiScient  to  entitle  her  to  damages  and  costs.^  In  Gorsellis 
i;.  Corsellis,'  upon  a  trial  at  bar,  the  issue  was,  whether  there  was  a 
demand  of  dower  and  refusal,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff,  to  damages. 
The  plaintiff  proved  an  actual  demand  of  the  heir,  who  was  of  the 
age  of  fourteen  years,  and  then  in  her  custody ;  though  by  his 
father's  will  committed  to  another  person.  The  infant  said  his 
guardian  would  not  let  him  assign  dower.  It  was  resolved  unani- 
mously upon  debate,  1st,  that  dower  was  demandable  of  the  heir, 
though  he  was  under  age ;  2d,  that  his  guardian  was  but  in  the 
nature  of  a  guardian  in  socage,  and  that  the  dower  was  not  demand* 
able  of  him,  but  of  the  heir,^  though  not  in  the  custody  of  the  guar- 
dian ;  and  that  if  the  heir  had  entered  upon  the  land  to  assign 
dower,  he  would  not  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  guardian,  though  the 
custody  of  the  land  was  committed  to  such  guardian  during  the 
infancy  of  the  heir;  8d,  that  the  neglect  of  the  heir  in  not  assign- 
ing dower  upon  demand,  though  he  did  not  actually  refuse  to  do  it, 
was  such  a  refusal  in  law  as  to  entitle  the  widow  to  damages^ 

1  I  Grnise,  Dig.  169. 

>  Park,  Dow.  309 ;  Co.  Litt.  33  a. ;  1  Graise,  Dig.  170 ;  Fitzb.  N.  B.  148,  n.  ]  Gilb. 
Dow.  375. 

*  Althoagh  an  assignment  of  dower  be  refused  in  good  faith,  under  the  supposi- 
tion that  no  right  thereto  exists,  the  widow  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  damages  for 
the  delaj.    Nicoll  v,  Ogden,  29  111.  323* 

«  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  445. 

A  Gorsellis  v.  Gorsellis,  Bull.  N.  P.  117 ;  1  Gruise,  Dig.  169. 

<  In  the  United  States  a  guardian  maj  assign  dower.    Ante,  ch.  It. 

*  Park,  Dow.  303.    In  several  of  the  American  States  a  demand  of  dower  is 
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Method  of  ascertaining  the  damages* 

89.  The  statute  of  Merton,  in  giving  damages,  has  left  the 
method  of  ascertaining  them  to  the  court;  and  in  England  the 
usual  practice  is,  unless  the  damages  are  admitted  by  the  party,  or 
ascertained  by  the  jury  who  try  the  action,  to  grant  a  writ  of  inquiry  ;* 
and  if  judgment  be  given  for  the  demandant  by  default,  confession, 
or  in  any  other  way  than  by  verdict,  there  must  of  necessity  be  a 
jury  impannelled  to  assess  the  damages.'  In  these  cases  a  writ  of 
inquiry  of  damages  issues,  commanding  the  sheriff  to  inquire  whether 
the  husband  died  seized ;  and  if  he  did,  what  value  the  lands  are 
by  the  year,  and  how  long  it  is  since  the  husband  died ;  and  upon 
return  of  the  inquisition  judgment  is  entered  for  the  damages.'  And 
upon  damages  being  adjudged,  they  shall  be  recovered  against  the 
tenant  to  the  writ  in  toto,  notwithstanding  there  may  have  been 
several  in  receipt  of  the  profits  successively  since  the  death  of  the 
husband,  and  not  against  every  one  for  his  time,  as  in  cases  of 
disseizin,^  for  the  statute  of  Gloucester  does  not  extend  to  this 
case.' 

40.  Where  the  widow  recovers  in  her  suit,  and  the  jury  who  try 
the  case  pass  upon  the  question  of  damages,  their  verdict  should 
find  the  following  particulars :  1st,  that  the  husband  died  seized ; 
2dly,  the  yearly  value  of  the  lands  or  tenements ;  Sdly,  the  dam- 
ages which  she  has  sustained  from  the  detention  of  her  dower.  But 
if  any  of  these  requisites  be  imperfectly  found,  or  are  omitted  by 
the  jury,  the  defect  may  be  remedied  by  the  award  of  a  writ  of 
inquiry,  as  above  stated.*  And  in  the  English  courts,  as  we  have 
seen,^  if  the  value  de  tempore  mortis,  and  the  damages  occasions 
detentionis  dotis,  be  mixed  in  the  verdict,  and  not  assessed  sepa- 
rately, the  assessment  will  nevertheless  be  good.* 

essential  to  a  right  of  action  for  its  recover/.  See  Airther  upon  this  sabject  ante, 
eh.  Yi. 

1  Kent  V.  Kent|  2  Bam.  442  ;  Hargr.  Go.  Litt.  32  b.,  note  (4).  And  see  2  Towns. 
Jndg.  100,  101,  pi.  22,  23 ;  Ibid.  102,  pi.  24. 

<  1  Eeb.  85,  mai^.    And  see  Rast.  Ent.  238  a.,  238  b. 

*  Rast.  Ent  238  a.,  238  b. ;  Dennis  v,  Dennis,  2  Saond.  331. 

*  See  1  Keb.  86,  marg. ;  Belfield  v.  Rowse,  Mo.  80 ;  N.  Bendl.  153  ;  Co.  Litt.  33  a. ; 
Brown  v.  Smith,  Bull.  N.  P.  117. 

*  Park,  Dow.  307. 

*  Butler  o.  Ayres,  1  Leon.  92.    See  Bamett  v,  Bamett,  16  S.  i^  R.  51,  55. 
V  Ante,  {  8. 

>  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  441.    See  note  4  to  Co.  Litt.  32  b. ;  ante,  2  13. 
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41.  In  Massachusetts,  the  damages  are  ordinarily  found  by  the 
jury  which  tries  the  case.  If  judgment  be  rendered  by  default,  the 
damages  may  be  assessed  by  the  court,  with  the  assent  of  the 
demandant,  or  the  matter  may  be  referred  to  a  jury,  or  by  agree- 
ment of  parties,  they  maybe  assessed  by  the  commissioners  appointed 
to  assign  dower.^  In  Maine,  if  the  demandant  recover  judgment  for 
her  dower,  she  recovers  damages  for  its  detention  in  the  same 
action  f  and  the  whole  question  is  left  to  the  jury,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  them  upon  the  evidence,  under  proper  instructions  from 
the  court.'  It  has  been  held,  that  where  a  widow  has  recovered 
judgment  for  dower  and  damages,  she  can  not  afterwards  maintain 
a  separate  action  against  the  tenant  for  the  use  of  the  premises 
from  the  date  of  the  verdict  in  her  favor  to  the  time  of  the  actual 
assignment  of  dower .^  But  by  the  present  statute,  the  damages 
are  to  be  computed  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
for  dower,  and  a  recovery  for  the  subsequent  damages  may  be  had 
in  a  separate  action.^ 

42.  In  New  Jersey,  in  case  of  a  judgment  by  default,  the  demand- 
ant, if  she  seek  to  recover  damages  under  the  statute,  must  suggest 
upon  the  record  that  her  husband  died  seized,  or  that  she  had 
demanded  her  dower;  and  thereupon  a  writ  of  inquiry  will  be 
awarded  to  inquire  as  to  the  truth  of  such  suggestion.  If  the  jury 
find  that  the  husband  died  seized,  they  must  find,  also,  the  time 
when  he  so  died ;  of  what  estate ;  and  the  annual  value  of  the 
land,  and  damages.  But  if  the  husband  did  not  die  seized,  then 
there  should  be  no  finding  as  to  the  damages,  but  only  of  the  value 
of  the  land.*  The  writs  of  seizin  and  of  inquiry  are  generally 
blended  or  united  in  the  same  writ.^  In  Pennsylvania,  a  similar 
course  is  pursued.' 

48.  In  North  Carolina,  dower,  and  damages  for  its  detention, 
are  to  be  prayed  for  and  recovered  in  the  same  proceeding.    If  the 


1  Steams,  Real  Act  311 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  232 ;  Perry  v.  Good  win,  6  Mass. 
498 ;  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  697,  {2  4-7. 
s  Rer.  SUt.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  22. 

*  Pnrrington  v.  Pierce,  41  Maine,  629.  «  Ibid. 

*  Rey.  SUt  Maine,  1867,  p.  607,  2  22. 

*  Martin  v.  Martin,  2  Qreen  (N.  J.},  125.    See  Tonng  «.  McPherson,  2  Penning. 
895. 

»  Ibid. 

^  Benner  v.  Brans,  3  Penn.  (Penr.  k  W.)  454.    See  Barnett  v.  Harnett,  16  S.  k 
R.  51,  65. 
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petition  contain  a  prayer  for  damages,  the  court  will  order  an  issue 
to  be  made  up  between  the  widow  and  heir,  and  submitted  to  a 
jurj.^  In  Tennessee,  it  is  held,  that  under  the  statute  of  1784,'  if 
the  right  to  dower  is  disputed,  a  jury  must  be  impannelled  to  try 
it,  and  the  damages  are  to  be  assessed  by  the  jury.  If  the  right 
be  not  disputed,  and  the  widow  claim  damages,  and  the  claim  is  not 
admitted,  a  writ  of  inquiry  must  be  awarded  to  ascertain  them.  If 
the  dower  be  assigned,  and  no  damages  are  assessed  or  awarded  to 
her  in  the  proceeding,  the  right  to  recover  damages  is  for  ever  gone. 
If  a  separate  and  distinct  action  would  lie  to  recover  damages  after 
an  assignment  of  dower,  it  should  be  brought  against  the  tenant  of 
the  freehold,  whose  duty  it  was  to  assign  dower,  and  not  against  a 
tenant  for  years.^ 

44.  In  a  case^  in  Kentucky,  it  was  said,  that  at  common  law,  a 
suit  for  dower  was  considered  as  ended  by  the  judgment  for  seizin; 
and  the  damages  were  added  by  the  statute  of  Merton  only  when 
the  husband  died  seized ;  and  hence,  though  personal  notice  was 
not  necessary  in  order  to  obtain  a  judgment  for  dower,^  an  inquisi- 
tion of  damages  was  illegal,  unless  the  tenant  had  personal  notice 
of  the  time  of  executing  the  writ  of  inquiry.  It  was  decided  in 
the  same  case,  that  the  common  law  mode  of  suggesting  on  the 
record  that  the  husband  died  seized,  and  of  notifying  the  tenant 
of  the  time  of  holding  the  inquisition  in  the  country,  was  inappro- 
priate to  that  State.  That  in  writs  of  dower,  there  should  be  no 
inquiry  of  damages  by  default  unless  the  count  allege,  in  effect,  that 
the  husband  died  seized.* 

45.  In  Indiana,  it  has  been  held,  in  a  proceeding  to  obtain  an 
assignment  of  dower  and  damages  for  withholding  it,  that  if  the 
defendants,  after  having  pleaded  in  bar,  on  being  called,  fail  to 
appear,  the  plaintiff  may  have  the  damages  assessed  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  they  had  appeared  and  defended.^  In  Wisconsin,  in 
an  action  to  recover  dower  under  the  statute,  a  verdict  was  rendered 


1  Whitehead  v.  Clinch,  1  Marph.  L.  k  Eq.  128  ;  8.  c.  2  Hay.  240;  Satton  v.  Bor- 
rows, 2  Marph.  79. 

>  Stat  1784,  c.  2,  {  9. 

»  Thompson  v.  Stacy,  10  Yerg.  493.    See  post,  ch.  xxvL,  {2  13,  14. 

*  Waters  v.  Gooch,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 

ft  Ante,  ch.  y.  It  has  been  decided  in  Maryland,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  lay 
damages  in  the  declaration.    Keefer  v.  Toong,  2  H.  &  J.  53. 

<  See,  also,  Taylor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345.  i  Eirby  v.  Holmes,  6  Ind.  33. 
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agaiivst  three  defendants,  assessing  damages  for  withholding  dower. 
A  judgment  for  the  damages  against  one  of  the  defendants  onlj, 
was  declared  to  be  erroneous.^ 

46.  In  Florida,  the  court,  upon  application,  will  refer  the  case 
to  a  master  to  state  an  account,  and  ascertain  the  widow's  share  of 
the  mesne  profits.  The  commissioners  appointed  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  to  assign  dower,  have  no  authority  to  assess 
the  damages.'  But  in  Ohio,  the  statute  directs,  that  the  commis- 
sioners who  set  off  the  dower,  shall  also  estimate  the  net  annual 
value  of  the  rents  and  profits,  from  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  and  that  one-third  of  the  amount  so  ascertained,  shall 
be  adjudged  to  the  widow.' 

47.  In  Illinois,  the  damages  may  be  assessed  by  the  court ;  or, 
if  required,  a  jury  may  be  impannelled  for  that  purpose.^  Where 
land  is  not  susceptible  of  a  division,  and  a  jury  is  impannelled  to 
ascertain  its  yearly  value,  such  jury  is  required  to  assess  the  dam- 
ages which  have  accrued  down  to  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the 
verdict.^  In  Missouri,*  and  Kansas,^  when  any  report  assigning 
dower  is  approved,  a  jury  is  impannelled  to  assess  the  damages. 
In  Arkansas,  if  the  land  assigned  for  dower  be  deforced  from  the 
possession  of  the  widow,  she  may  bring  her  action  for  its  recovery, 
with  double  damages  ;  or  she  may  sue  for  the  damages  alone,  and 
recover  the  actual  damages  sustained  from  time  to  time  until  she  is 
put  in  possession  of  her  dower.' 

Distmetion  between  the  judgment  for  dower  and  the  award  of 

damages, 

48.  The  judgment  for  dower  of  a  third  part  of  the  lands  by  metes 
and  bounds,  being  founded  on  the  common  law,  and  the  award  of 
damages  on  the  statute  of  Merton,  are  separate  and  distinct  judg- 
ments. Hence,  an  act  of  the  widow  which  may  deprive  her  of  the 
benefit  of  the  one,  may  not,  in  the  least  degree,  prejudice  her 
interest  in  the  other.'    If,  therefore,  a  widow  release  to  the  tenant 

Thrasher  v.  Tjack,  15  WU.  256. 

May  V,  May,  7  Florida,  207.    See  Thompson's  Dig.  p.  186. 

1  Rer.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  522,  {18.  «  1  Stat  Ul.  1858,  p.  155,  {  26. 

1  SUt  111.  1858,  p.  156,  {  28. 

1  Bev.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  676,  {34.    See  {  36. 

Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  482,  {  23.    See  {  25. 

Dig.  Stat  Ark.  1856,  p.  457,  {49.  •  i  Roper,  H.  k  W.  441. 
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damages  oecaiione  detentumii  dotiSj  it  will  not  bar  her  right  to  the 
mesne  profits.^  And  upon  the  same  principle,  the  first  judgment  of 
seizin  in  favor  of  the  widow  may  be  confirmed  upon  a  writ  of  error, 
before  the  second  judgment  is  given  for  damages;'  and  the  second 
judgment  may  be  reversed  without  prejudice  to  the  first,  so  that  the 
judgment  intended  by  the  statute  of  Merton  is  not  the  first,  bat  the 
second.' 

49.  It  has  been  held  in  Delaware,  in  conformity  to  the  English 
doctrine,  that  a  judgment  for  damages  may  be  reversed  and  a  judg- 
ment for  dower  a£Srmed.^    In  a  case  in  Maryland,  judgment  for 
dower  as  claimed,  was  confessed  by  the  defendant.     A  writ  of 
habere  faciaB  seisinam  issued,  and  the  dower  was  laid  oC     On  the 
return  of  the  writ  the  court  entered  judgment  for  nominal  damages 
and  costs.     On  appeal,  the  judgment  for  damages  and  costs  was 
reversed.^    In  Pennsylvania,  if  the  verdict  be  for  both  dower  and 
damages,  when  no  damages  are  recoverable,  the  court  will  treat  the 
finding  as  to  the  damages  as  surplusage,  and  render  judgment  for  the 
dower.*    So  if  the  jury  find  **for  the  plaintiff  her  dower  as  stated 
in  the  declaration,"  but  omit  to  find  that  the  husband  died  seized, 
and  the  court  thereupon  enter  judgment  that  a  writ  of  seizin  and 
inquiry  of  damages  issue,  the  plaintiff  may  release  all  but  the  judg- 
ment to  recover  seizin,  and  that  may  stand.^    In  Kentucky,  in  a 
case  where  the  declaration  contained  nothing  to  entitle  the  demand- 
ant to  damages,  it  was  held  to  be  irregular  to  take  a  writ  of  inquiry 
upon  a  judgment  by  default ;  but  as  the  verdict  was  for  dower  only, 
and  not  for  damages,  the  proceedings  on  the  writ  of  inquiry  were 
disregarded,  and  the  judgment  for  dower  sustained.* 

Death  of  demandant  pending  the  proceeding, 

50.  If  the  demandant  die  before  the  damages  are  ascertained, 
the  right  to  them  is  entirely  lost,  and  there  can  be  no  recovery  by 
the  executor.    Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  in  such  case  that 

*■  Harrej  «.  Harrey,  T.  Rajm.  366 ;  Batler  «.  Ajres,  1  Leon.  92.    See  ante,  {  13. 
s  1  Ley.  38. 

s  2  Stra.  9*71-973  ;  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  32  b.,  note  4 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  441 ;  Park, 
Dow.  308  ;  1  Wasbb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  232-3.     And  see  2  Raym.  1385,  arg. 

*  Lajton  o.  Bntler,  4  Barring.  607.         ^  Hammond  o.  Biggins,  2  H.  A  J.  413. 

•  Shirtz  V.  Shirtz,  5  Watts,  266.   See,  also,  Sharp  v.  Pettit,  4  Dall.  212  ;  Williams 
V.  Gniger,  3  Yeates,  38. 

1  Bamett  v.  Barnett,  16  S.  ft  R.  51.  •  Tajlor  v.  Brodrick,  1  Dana,  345. 
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the  tenant  had  entered  into  a  recognizance  npon  bringing  a  writ  of 
error,  to  pay  the  damages  and  costs  if  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed.^ 

51.  Thus,  in  Massachusetts  it  has  been  determined,  that  if  the 
demandant  die  after  she  has  recovered  judgment  for  her  dower, 
but  before  it  has  been  set  out  to  her,  the  action  dies  with  her,  and 
judgment  for  damages  can  not  be  rendered  as  of  a  former  term.' 
So,  where  the  demandant  died  after  judgment  but  before  a  writ  of 
seisin  had  issued,  it  was  held  that  the  whole  proceeding  died  with 
her.'  In  a  case  in  Maine,  the  widow  died  pending  her  suit,  and 
the  court  refused  to  permit  judgment  to  be  entered  as  of  a  term 
anterior  to  her  decease.^  Similar  decisions  have  been  made  in 
Pennsylvania,'  Ohio,*  and  Illinois^ 

52.  But  in  several  of  the  States  this  rule  of  the  common  law  has 
been  changed  by  statute.  Thus,  in  Maine,  since  the  decision  of 
the  case  noticed  in  the  preceding  section,  a  provision  has  been 
adopted,  to  the  effect  that  if  the  demandant  die  during  the  pend- 
ency of  her  action,  her  executor  or  administrator  may  prosecute 
the  same  to  final  judgment  and  recover  therein  the  damages  to 
which  she  would  be  entitled  to  the  time  of  her  decease;  or  he  may, 
at  his  option  institute  a  new  action.^  So,  by  recent  statute  in  Ohio, 
if  the  widow  die  pending  her  proceeding  for  dower,  the  action  may 
be  revived  in  the  name  of  her  executor  or  administrator,  and  a 
decree  rendered  for  the  mesne  profits  accruing  from  the  date  of  the 
filing  of  the  petition  to  the  time  of  her  death.*  Similar  enactments 
are  in  force  in  Virginia^®  and  Kentucky.^^     So,  in  Missouri"  and 


1  Mordant  v,  Thorold,  Garth.  133;  I  Salk.  252 ;  1  Show.  97;  3  Mod.  281;  3  Ler. 
275 ;  Rep.  temp.  Holt,  305 ;  Park,  Dow.  309.  But  ia  eqait/  a  different  rale  preyails. 
See  post,  ch.  xxri.,  {{  21,  22. 

*  AtkloB  V,  TeomaoB,  6  Met  438.  ^  Hildreth  v.  Thompson,  16  Mass.  191. 

*  Rowe  V,  Johnson,  19  Maine,  146. 

'  Sandhack  v.  Qoiglej,  8  WatU,  460 ;  Gonklin  o.  Bash,  8  Barr,  514.  Bat  the 
administrator  of  the  widow  may  recover  mesne  profits  in  equity.  Paal  v,  Paal,  36 
Pa.  St.  270. 

*  Miller  o.  Woodman,  14  Ohio,  618.    See,  also,  Harper  o.  Archer,  28  Missis.  212. 
'  Tnmej  v.  Smith,  14  111.  242.    In  this  case  the  action  was  against  the  alienee 

of  the  hnsband. 

*  Rer.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  607,  {  24. 

*  Act  of  Feb.  12,  1863 ;  60  Ohio  L.,  p.  10.         »  ya.  Code,  1849,  p.  475,  {  11. 
u  2  Rer.  SUt.  Ey.  by  Sunton,  p.  26,  {  10. 

u  1  Rer.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  679,  {{  49-52. 
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Kansas,^  the  action  may  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  perBonal 
representative  of  the  widow  where  her  death  occurs  after  it  baa 
been  commenced ;  and  in  these  States,  if  she  die  before  a  suit  has 
been  instituted,  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  the  representative 
to  recover  her  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits. 

53.  In  a  case  in  partition,  in  New  Jersey,  where,  after  a  sale  of 
the  premises,  the  widow,  who  was  entitled  to  dower  therein,  had 
agreed  in  writing  under  her  hand  and  seal,  according  to  the  statute 
of  that  State,  to  accept  in  lieu  of  her  dower  such  sum  in  gross  as 
the  chancellor  should  deem  reasonable,  but  died  before  distribution, 
it  was  held  that  her  right  to  receive  a  sum  in  gross  had  vested,  and 
was  not  divested  by  her  death,  but  that  her  interest  should  go  to 
her  children.'  In  such  case,  however,  if  the  widow  die  before  a 
sale  of  the  premises,  her  estate  is  thereby  determined.^ 

Death  of  the  tenant. 

54.  If  the  first  judgment  be  merely  that  the  widow  shall  recover 
seizin,  and  which  is  done  and  executed;  and  the  tenant  die  before 
the  second  judgment  is  obtained  for  damages  under  the  statute  of 
Merton,  they  are  gone  by  his  death,  and  no  Bcire  facias  will  lie 
against  his  heir  to  obtain  a  writ  of  inquiry  of  them,  because  they 
are  considered  a  personal  demand,  and  like  damages  in  trespass, 
if  they  be  not  recovered  during  the  life  of  the  party,  they  die  with 
him.^. 

55.  Yet  an  instance  may  occur  in  which  the  tenant's  death  will 
not  deprive  the  wife  of  her  right  to  damages.  Thus,  if  her  demand 
be  against  two  tenants  of  the  freehold,  and  she  recover  judgment 
for  her  dower,  damages  and  costs  against  both  of  them ;  if  one  of 
them  die,  the  survivor  will  be  answerable  to  the  widow  for  the  whole 
of  the  damages  and  costs,  because  both  tenants  are  considered  joint 
trespassers.^ 

56.  In  Missouri,^  and  Kansas,^  it  is  provided,  that  no  action  for 

1  Gomp.  LawB  KaDsas,  1862,  p.  485,  \\  38>4I. 

2  Mulford  V,  Hiers,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  13.  *  Ibid. 

«  Aleway  o.  Roberts,  I  Sid.  188 ;  1  Lev.  38 ;  1  Keb.  85, 171, 646,  711 ;  Wbitehead 
V,  CUnch,  2  Morph.  Law  k  Eq.  128  ;  B.  c.  2  Hay.  240  ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  442 ;  Paik, 
Dow.  308.     See  post,  ch.  xxvi.,  \  20. 

A  Kent  V,  Kent,  2  Stra.  971 ;  Ga.  temp.  Hardw.  50;  Ridgway,  21 ;  2  Barnard.  357, 
386,  441 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  442. 

•  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  679,  {  50. 

T  Gomp.  LawB  Kansas,  1862,  p.  485,  {  39. 
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dower  shall  abate  by  the  death  of  either  party.  In  Virginia,^  and 
Kentucky,'  if,  after  suit  brought  the  tenant  die  before  recovery, 
the  damages  may  be  recovered  against  his  representative.  In 
Rhode  Island,  no  action  of  dower  abates  by  the  death  of  the 
defendant  where  he  is  tenant  of  the  freehold,  if  the  property  pass 
from  him  by  descent  or  devise ;  but  such  death  being  suggested, 
the  heir  or  devisee  may  be  summoned  to  appear  and  take  upon 
himself  the  defence  of  the  suit;  and  the  action  shall  proceed  against 
him  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  been  the  original  defendant.' 

The  Mtatute  of  limitations  at  affecting  the  reccvery  of  damages. 

57.  By  the  late  English  statute  of  limitations,  no  arrears  of 
dower,  or  damages  on  account  of  such  arrears,  are  to  be  obtained 
by  any  action  for  a  longer  period  than  six  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.^  A  similar  provision  is  in  force  in  New 
York,*  Michigan,*  Wisconsin,^  Minnesota,®  Oregon,*  and  Iowa.*® 
In  Virginia,"  and  Kentucky,"  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  a  period 
exceeding  five  years.  In  Maryland,  an  alienee  of  the  husband  who 
receives  the  rents  after  the  death  of  the  latter,  is  regarded  in  equity 
as  a  trustee  or  bailiff  to  the  extent  of  the  widow's  claim,  and  can 
not  defeat  an  action  by  her  to  recover  her  proportion  of  the  amount 
so  received  by  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations."  But  if  the 
widow  be  guilty  of  laches,  and  delay  her  proceeding  for  many 
years,  without  being  able  to  assign  a  satisfactory  reason  therefor, 
her  claim  will  be  barred.^^ 

ImprovemenU  hy  the  purchaser  excluded  from  the  estimate  of 

damages. 

58.  In  estimating  the  damages  to  be  awarded  to  the  widow,  the 
general  rule  is,  that  improvements  made  by  a  purchaser  after  the 

1  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  475,  {11.        ^2  Rev.  Stat.  Kj.  bj  Staotoo,  p.  26,  {  10. 

»  Rer.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  p.  605,  {15.  *  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  27,  {  41. 

»  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  742,  J  20;  p.  743,  {  22;  BeU  v.  Mayor  N.  Y.,  10  Paige,  70; 
4  Kent,  69.    See  Van  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Gh.  577. 

•  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  854,  {  27.        *  Rer.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  {  27. 

«  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  410,  {  27.  •  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {  27. 

^^  OTerraU  v,  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  381 ;  Rey.  1860,  {  3576 

^  Code  Ya.  1849,  p.  475,  {11.  "  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ey.  bj  Stanton,  p.  26,  {  10. 

u  SeUman  v.  Bowen,  8  QUI  k  J.  50. 

i«  Steiger  o.  Hillen,  5  QUI  *  J.  121;  Eiddall  o.  Trimble,  8  Gill,  207;  Chew  v. 
Farmers  Bank,  9  QUI,  361. 
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husband  ceased  to  be  the  owner  of  the  estate,  are  not  to  be  taken 
into  the  account.^ 

Improvements  ly  the  heir. 

59.  In  a  case  in  equity  in  New  York,'  it  was  held,  contrary  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  common  law,'  that  improvements  made  after  the 
death  of  the  husband,  should  be  excluded  from  the  estimate  of 
value  in  ascertaining  the  damages.  And  by  the  revised  statutes  of 
that  State,  damages  are  not  to  be  allowed  for  the  use  of  any  per- 
manent improvements  made  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  by  his 
heirs,  or  by  any  other  person  claiming  title.^  The  law  is  the  same 
in  Ohio,*  Michigan,*  Wisconsin,^  Minnesota,*  and  Oregon.' 

CoBte. 

60.  If  damages  are  obtained  upon  a  verdict  in  dower,  the  statute 
of  Gloucester^^  gives  the  demandant  costs ;  but  if  no  damages  are 
given,  the  demandant,  although  she  obtained  judgment  for  her 
dower,  must  pay  her  own  costs.^^ 

61.  In  Pennsylvania,^'  and  New  Jersey,"  no  costs  are  recovered 
by  the  widow  in  cases  where  the  husband  did  not  die  seized.  But 
if  she  recover  damages,  she  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  costs.^^  In 
South  Carolina,  costs  follow  the  judgment  for  dower,  as  in  other 
cases.^*  In  many  of  the  States,  provision  is  made  by  statute  for 
apportioning  the  costs  among  the  parties  according  to  their  respec- 
tive interests  in  the  estate. 


1  4  Kent,  69 ;  Hazen  v.  Tburber,  4  John.  Ch.  604 ;  StearnB  v.  Swift,  8  Pick.  S32 ; 
Carter  «.  Parker,  28  Maine,  609 ;  Winder  v.  Little,  I  Yeates,  152 ;  Van  Dom  v.  Van 
Dom,  2  Penning.  613 ;  Francis  o.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  794;  1  Rer.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  522, 
j  19 ;  ante,  cli.  xxii.  Hot  see  Sellman  o.  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  60 ;  Ya.  Code,  1849,  p. 
475-6,  {2  10-12. 
s  Hazen  v,  Thnrber,  4  John.  Ch.  604.  >  See  ante,  ch.  zzL,  {{  30-34. 

«  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  743,  {21.  •  1  Rev.  Stat  Ohio,  p.  622,  {  19. 

<  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  854,  2  26.  *  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  {  26. 

8  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  410,  {  26.  •  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  {  26. 

i«  6  Edw.  I.,  c.  1,  {  2.    See  vol.  1.,  ch.  i.,  j  25.        "  Park,  Dow.  310. 
IS  Benner  v.  Evans,  3  Penn.  (Pen.  k  W.),  454 ;  Sharp  v.  Pettit,  4  Dall.  212. 
u  Fisher  v.  Morgan,  Coze,  125  ;  Sheppard  v,  Wardell,  Ibid.  452  ;  Martin  o.  Martin, 
2  Oreen,  125.    See  Yoang  v,  McPherson,  3  Penning.  815. 
i«  Martin  v,  MaHin,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  125. 
"  Smith  V.  Pajsinger,  2  Mill,  59 ;  Vance  v.  Becknall,  1  Bail.  140. 
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Damages  an  proeeedtng$  in  error. 

62.  The  statate  of  Merton,  in  giving  damages  to  the  widow,  was 
introductive  of  a  new  law ;  the  method,  therefore,  prescribed  in  it 
was  to  be  particularly  observed.  The  Act,  as  we  have  seen, 
authorizes  courts  of  law  to  award  damages  to  the  effectual  judg- 
ment for  the  recovery  of  seizin  in  the  court  where  the  writ  of  dower 
is  brought.  Hence,  if  the  tenant  issued  a  writ  of  error  upon  a 
judgment  obtained  against  him  for  dower,  damages,  and  costs,  the 
court  of  error  could  not,  under  the  Act,  give  additional  damages 
from  the  writ  of  error  to  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment.^  To 
remedy  this  inconvenience,  the  legislature  interposed,  and  by  an 
Act  passed  in  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,'  it  is  declared,  that  in  writs 
of  error  to  be  brought  upon  any  judgment  after  verdict,  or  in  any 
action  of  ejectment,  no  execution  shall  be  stayed  unless  the  plain- 
tiff in  error^  become  bound  to  pay  such  damages  and  costs  as  shall 
be  awarded,  in  case  the  judgment  be  confirmed,  or  the  plaintiff  dis- 
continue, or  be  nonsuited  ;^  and  that  the  court  below,  upon  the 
affirmance  of  such  judgment,  &c.,  shall  issue  a  writ  of  inquiry  to 
ascertain  the  mesne  profits  and  damages  by  waste  after  the  first 
judgment,  and  upon  return  of  the  writ,  shall  give  judgment  and 
award  execution  for  them,  and  also  for  the  costs  of  the  suit.^ 

63.  Mr.  Boper  observes,*  that,  ''  since  the  passing  of  the  above 
statute,  the  plaintiff  in  error  enters  into  a  recognizance  with  sure* 
ties,  to  answer  in  damages  and  costs;  and  if  the  judgment  be 
affirmed,  the  defendant  may  recover  his  costs  singly  by  an  action 
upon  the  recognizance ;  and  be  may  at  the  same  time  have  a  writ 
of  inquiry  to  ascertain  the  mesne  profits,  and  the  court  will  not 
stay  the  proceedings  for  recovery  of  the  costs  till  the  costs  and 
mesne  profits  are  ascertained  and  paid."^ 

64.  The  same  writer  adds:^  ^^The  recognizance  required  by  the 
Act  may  have  the  effect  of  rendering  persons  liable  to  the  widow 
for  damages  and  costs,  upon  whom  she  would  otherwise  have  no 
claim.     An  instance  of  this  occurred  in  Kent  v.  Kent.*    In  that 

1  Ca.  temp.  Hardw.  50 ;  Park,  pow.  309.         >  16  ft  17  Gar.  II.,  c.  8,  {{  3,  4. 

*  See  BameB  v,  Bnlwer,  Oartb.  121. 

^  See  Glefold  o.  Garr,  Br.  k  Golds.  127,  that  a  writ  of  error  can  not  be  brought 
by  the  tenant  to  a  writ  of  dower  before  the  damages  found. 

ft  See  Park,  Dow.  310,  311.  •I  Roper,  H.  k  W.  443. 

'  Doe  V.  Roach,  Ga.  temp.  Hardw.  373.  •  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.,  443,  444. 

*  Kent  V.  Kent,  2  Stra.  971 ;  Ga.  temp.  Hardw.  60 ;  Ridgway,  21 ;  2  Barnard.  357, 
386,  441. 
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case,  the  widow  obtained  jadgment  for  her  dower,  with  damages 
and  costs,  against  two  tenants  of  the  freehold,  who  broaght  a  writ 
of  error ;  and  whilst  the  writ  was  pending,  one  of  them  died.  The 
writ  having  abated  by  that  event,  the  heir  of  the  deceased,  and  the 
surviving  tenant,  joined  in  a  new  writ  of  error,  and  both  of  them 
entered  into  the  usual  recognizance  to  pay  damages  and  oosts,  if 
the  judgment  should  be  confirmed,  which  finally  happened.  This 
undertaking  of  the  heir  was  held  to  subject  him,  equally  with  the 
surviving  tenant,  to  the  damages  and  costs,  which  circumstance, 
with  others,  vitiated  the  judgment  in  error,  that  charged  the 
surviving  tenant  singly  with  the  payment  of  those  costs  and 
damages." 

65.  A  statute  in  Kansas  provides,  that  where  an  appeal  is  taken 
in  an  action  for  dower,  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  widow,  the 
appellant  shall  become  bound  in  a  recognizance  to  pay  not  only 
all  damages  which  have  been  assessed  against  him,  but  all  which 
may  be  subsequently  adjudged  to  the  widow ;  and  when  any  such 
judgment  is  affirmed,  a  writ  issues  to  inquire  of  the  mesne  profits 
and  damages  by  waste  after  the  first  judgment.^ 

The  Biatute  of  MerUm  extendi  to  proceedings  in  chancery,* 

66.  The  statute  of  Merton  extends  to  assignments  of  dower  under 
decrees  of  courts  of  equity.  There  is  a  passage  in  Lord  Coke's 
commentary  upon  the  86th  section  of  Littleton  to  the  effect,  ^^that 
if  the  wife  have  dower  assigned  to  her  in  chancery,  she  shall  have 
no  damages;"  but  this  is  to  be  understood  as  alluding  to  the  writ 
de  dote  assignanda  issued  by  that  court,  and  not  to  a  decree  of  a 
court  of  equity ;  and  the  reason  why  no  damages  are  recoverable 
upon  that  writ  is,  that  the  widow  is  not  deforced  of  dower.' 

1  Gomp.  LawB  Kansas,  1862,  p.  486,  {43.  *  See  post,  eh.  zxrt 

s  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  438 ;  2  Bro.  G.  G.  631.  And  see  Bro.  Dam.  pi.  195.  For  the 
natnre  of  the  writ,  see  FiUh.  N.  B.  263,  (G). 
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Vietoi  of  English  text-  tpriters. 

1.  SoMB  difference  of  opinion  has  existed  in  England  as  to  the 

extent  of  the  widow's  right  to  mesne  profits  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Upon  this  subject  Mr.  Roper  remarks:  *^It  has  been  said  that 

mesne  profits  will  be  decreed  to  the  widow  in  equity  in  instances 

only  where  she  has  demanded  dower  in  analogy  to  the  rule  of  law 

and  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  Merton  before  considered  ;^ 

and  a  case  of  Delver  v.  Hunter,'  has  been  cited  to  that  effect;  as  also 

to  prove  that  there  shall  be  no  mesne  profits  decreed  except  where 

the  husband  dies  seized  of  the  lands  as  required  by  the  same  statute. 

This  doctrine,  however,  seems  to  be  open  to  objection ;  for  it  is 

presumed  that  courts  of  equity  do  not  in  this  instance  proceed 

either  upon  the  statute  of  Merton,  or  with  reference  to  any  legal 

rule  in  decreeing  to  the  widow  mesne  profits ;  the  principle  which 

they  adopt  appears  to  be  the  title  of  the  widow  to  endowment 

immediately  upon  the  death  of  her  husband ;  this  right  drawing  to 

it  an  account  of  the  profits  of  her  share  received  by  the  person 

whose  duty  it  was  to  have  assigned  dower,  so  that  such  person  incurs 

a  debt  to  the  widow  which  he  in  his  lifetime,  or  his  representative 

after  his  death,  is  considered  in  equity  as  liable  to  discharge.     In 

addition  to  this  it  may  be  remarked,  that  the  tenant  may  probably 

be  considered  in  equity  as  holding  the  widow*s  one-third  of  the 

estate,  as  her  trustee  or  bailiff,  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  and 

therefore  answerable  to  her  for  his  receipt  of  rents  in  respect  of  that 

proportion  of  the  property.     Under  all  the  circumstances,  and  the 

favorable  disposition  of  courts  of  equity  to  extend  the  rights  of  the 


1  See  ante,  ch.  zxv. 


'  DeWer  v  Hanter,  Bnnb.  57. 
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widow  beyond  her  title  at  law,^  it  is  conceived,  notwithstanding  the 
case  of  Delvcr  v,  Hanter  (reported  in  a  book  of  little  authority,  and 
said  by  Lord  Mansfield'  to  consist  of  very  loose  notes,  and  never 
intended  to  be  published),  that  in  respect  to  mesne  profits  in  dower, 
the  widow's  right  to  an  account  of  them  in  equity  may  be  enforced 
either  against  the  heir  or  alienee,  or  their  representatives,  without 
regard  to  any  previous  demand  by  the  widow  for  endowment,  or  to 
the  circumstance  whether  her  husband  died  seized,  or  not ;  the  title 
to  mesne  profits  being  inseparably  attached  to  the  right  of  endow- 
ment of  one-third  part  of  the  estate."* 

2.  In  a  note  appended  to  this  text,  Mr.  Jacob,  says:^  ''The 
remarks  attributed  to  Lord  Hardwicke,'  and  those  of  Lord  Alvan- 
ley,  in  Curtis  v.  Curtis,^  imply  that  a  dowress  may  have  a  larger 
relief,  in  respect  of  mesne  profits,  in  equity  than  at  law.  Bat  the 
passage  in  Atkins  is,  as  observed,^  founded  on  a  misconception  of 
the  right  to  damages  at  law.  And  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Curtis 
V.  Curtis,  turned  only  upon  the  ordinary  principle  of  equity,  that 
the  decree  is  to  be  made  according  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  as 
they  exist  at  the  institution  of  the  suit ;  the  death  of  the  parties 
during  the  suit  did  not  therefore  alter  the  right  ;^  and  on  this 
ground  Lord  Alvanley  distinguished  the  case  from  that  of  the  heir 
dying  before  the  filing  of  the  bill.'  In  Mundy  v.  Mundy,***  one  of 
the  questions  made  was  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  in  equity 
to  the  arrears,  where  the  heir  had  always  been  willing  to  assign 
her  dower.  Lord  Redesdale  treats  the  right  to  arrears  in  equity 
as  being  the  same  as  at  law,  observing  that  courts  of  equity,  in  assign- 
ing dower  consider  themselves  to  be  proceeding  merely  on  a  right 
which  may  be  asserted  in  a  court  of  common  law.^^  And  upon  the 
samd  principle,  courts  of  equity,  in  deciding  on  the  costs  of  suits 
for  dower,  have  professed  to  be  guided  by  analogy  to  the  rules 
prevailing  at  law." 

8.  The  following  observations  by  Mr.  Park,  are  upon  the  same 
subject:^'  ''It  seems  that  courts  of  equity,  following  the  analogy  to 
damages  under  the  statute  of  Merton,  will  not  entertain  a  bill  for 


2  Bro.  C.  G.  629. 

1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  453,  454. 
In  3  Atk.  130. 

2  Bro.  0.  C.  633. 
2  Bro.  C.  C.  632. 
Mitf.  PI.  122,  4th  ed. 


«  5  Burr.  2658. 

*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  454,  note. 

•  2  Bro.  C.  C.  628. 

B  See  post,  {{  20-22. 

10  2  Ves.  Jr.  122 ;  4  Bro.  C.  C.  394. 

"  Park,  Dow.  332. 
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mesne  profits  where  the  husband  did  not  die  seized ;  neither  will 
they  where  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  and  consequently  may 
have  remedy  at  law.^  But  when  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  situation  to  be 
entitled  to  mesne  profits,  it  appears  that  no  limitation  can  be  set 
up  in  equHy  to  the  recovery  of  arrears,  for  there  being  no  limita- 
tion at  law  in  assessing  damages,  the  usual  limitation  of  account  to 
six  years,  by  analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  does  not  apply/'^ 
In  regard  to  this  last  observation,  it  should  be  noticed  that  now  by 
statute  in  England,  no  arrears  of  dower,  nor  any  damages  on  account 
of  arrears,  are  to  be  recovered  or  obtained  by  any  action  or  suit, 
for  any  longer  period  than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of 
the  action  or  suit.' 

Coiei  in  the  American  courts. 

4.  Nor  do  the  authorities  in  the  United  States  entirely  harmonize 
upon  this  point.  In  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Hazen  v.  Thurber,^ 
the  widow,  although  there  had  been  no  demand  of  dower  of  the 
heir  or  terre-tenant,  was  allowed  mesne  profits  from  the  death  of 
her  husband.  A  similar  decree  was  made  in  Swaine  v.  Ferine,'  the 
chancellor  referring  in  terms  of  approval  to  the  case  of  Oliver  v. 
Richardson.^  And  in  a  case  where  the  husband  died  seized,  arrears 
of  dower  were  allowed  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  estate, 
although  the  widow  had  never  applied  to  him  for  an  allotment  of 
her  dower.^  But  the  purchaser  was  charged  with  arrears  from  the 
time  only  of  his  purchase.  And  as  there  was  an  outstanding  mort- 
gage upon  the  premises  to  which  the  dower  right  was  subject,  the 
arrears  of  dower  were  computed  by  deducting  from  one-third  of 
the  rents  and  profits,  over  and  above  the  necessary  repairs  and 
taxes,  one-third  of  the  interest  on  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage 
at  the  time  the  defendant  acquired  his  title.  In  Johnson  v.  Thomas,^ 
the  chancellor,  referring  to  the  statute  of  Merton,  said  :  ^^Even  in 
cases  coming  within  that  statute,  if  she  had  not  made  a  formal 

1  Delver  v.  Hunter,  Bunb.  57.  '  Oliver  v.  Richardflon,  9  Yea.  Jr.  222. 

s  1  Bright,  H.  t  W.  p.  424,  pi.  14 ;  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  c.  27,  {  41 ,'  Bamford  o.  Bam- 
ford,  5  Hare,  203 ;  2  Bq.  R.  391. 

^  Hazen  v,  Thnrber,  4  John.  Gh.  604. 

^  Swaine  v.  Ferine,  5  John.  Ch.  482.  Bat  in  this  case  the  bill  alleged  that  the 
defendant  had  refased  to  assign  dower.  •      • 

*  Oliver  v.  Richardson,  9  Yes.  Jr.  222.  ?  RaiBell  v,  Aastin,  1  Paige,  192. 

*  Johnson  o.  Thomas,  2  Paige,  377. 
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demand  of  dower  before  suit  brought,  the  defendant  at  law  mi^ht 
plead  that  he  had  been  always  readj  to  assign  the  dower,  and  thus 
excuse  himself  from  damages  and  costs.  But  in  chancery,  the  rule 
is  different.  There,  if  the  husband  died  seized,  the  widow  may 
recover  against  the  heir  or  devisee  her  share  of  the  rents  and  profits 
from  the  time  the  right  accrued,  although  no  demand  was  made 
previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit." 

6.  In  Maryland,  in  the  case  of  Steiger  v.  Hillen,^  it  was  held, 
that  mesne  profits  can  be  recovered  against  an  alienee  of  the  hus- 
band only  from  the  time  of  demand  and  refusal  to  assign  dower. 
In  Sellman  v.  Bowen,'  this  doctrine  was  reaffirmed;  and  it  was 
further  determined,  that  a  court  of  law  possesses  no  jurisdiction  in 
that  State  to  award  damages  against  an  alienee,  and  that  a  court  of 
equity  is  the  only  and  peculiar  forum  for  the  recovery  in  such  a 
case.'  The  doctrine  was  also  laid  down  that  the  alienee  of  a  hus- 
band, who  receives  the  rents  and  profits  after  the  death  of  the  lat- 
ter, is  consideredfiin  e<l|^ty  as  a  trustee  or  bailifi*  to  the  extent  of 
the  widow's  claim  for  dower,  and  can  not  defeat  her  claim  for  mesne 
profits  by  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations.^  The  rule  where  the 
heir  is  in  possession,  was  thus  stated  by  the  chancellor,  in  Chase's 
case:^  <<At  law,  the  widow  can  recover  damages  or  mesne  profits 
for  the  detention  of  her  dower  only  from  the  time  it  was  actually 
demanded  of  the  heir.  •  .  •  But  in  equity  it  is  otherwise ;  here  it 
is  the  course  of  the  court  to  assign  her  dower,  and  universally  to 
give  her  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  death  of  her 
husband."  In  Darnall  v.  Hill,^  the  court  held,  that  'Hhe  heir  in 
possession  is  linswerable  for  damages  from  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, even  without  demand,  unless  the  heir  plead  taut  temps  prist; 
and  even  then  he  is  liable  from  the  date  of  the  subpoena  against 
him."  Where  the  premises  are  subject  tq  a  lease,  valid  against 
the  widow,  one-third  of  the  rent  reserved  thereon,  and  no  more,  can 
be  recovered  during  the  existence  of  the  term.  After  that  time  the 
actual  value  must  be  the  criterion.^ 

6.  In  Virginia,  upon  bill  against  the  heir,  the  widow  is  entitled 

—  ».    -         _ 

I  Steiger  v.  Hillen,  5  Gill  &  J.  121.  *  Sellmaa  v.  Bowen,  8  GUI  ft  J.  50. 

s  To  the  same  effect,  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  12  Gill  ft  J.  388. 

*  Sellman  v.  Bowen,  ntpra  ;  Kiddall  v.  TrimbUi  iupra.    See  ante,  ch.  xx. 
s  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Ch.  206.    See  Wells  v.  Beall,  2  Gill  ft  J  468. 

•  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill  ft  J.  388. 

f  Chase's  case,  I  Bland,  Ch.  206.    In  regard  to  improvements,  see  ante,  ch.  zxii. 
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t;o  mesne  profits  from  the  death  of  her  husband ;  but  in  proceedings 
against  an  alienee  of  the  husband,  she  is  entitled  to  an  account  only 
from  the  date  of  the  subpoena  in  the  cause.^  *^The  two  jurisdictions 
being  concurrent  as  to  this  matter/'  said  Tucker,  President,  ^*I 
think  the  court  of  equity  should  follow  the  law." 

7.  In  Kentucky,  the  courts  of  equity  apply  the  rule  adopted  in 
the  courts  of  law  under  the  statute  of  Merton,  and  no  damages  are 
allowed  where  the  husband  did  not  die  seized.'  But  an  actual  con- 
veyance of  the  legal  title  is  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  this 
rule.  Therefore,  where  there  is  a  mere  contract  of  sale,  and  the 
husband  dies  without  executing  a  conveyance,  a  court  of  chancery 
will  giye  damages  equal  to  one-third  of  the  value  of  the  rents 
accrued  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit  until  decree  rendered. 
And  a  sub-purchaser  pending  the  proceeding  will  be  required  to 
account  for  the  rents  accruing  after  his  purchase.^ 

8.  In  Alabama,  upon  a  bill  in  equity  against  an  alienee  of  the 
husband,  the  widow  is  entitled,  by  way  of  damages,  to  one-third  of 
the  rents  of  the  premises  from  the  time  the  bill  was  filed ;  and  the 
amount  of  her  proportion  will  be  decreed  to  her  as  an  ordinary 
money  decree.^  As  against  the  heir,  she  may  recover  mesne  profits 
from  the  time  of  her  husband's  death.^  In  New  Jersey,  the  alienee 
of  the  husband  is  liable  for  mesne  profits  from  the  date  of  the 
demand ;  if  there  was  no  demand,  from  the  time  of  filing  of  the  bill.* 

9.  It  has  been  determined  on  several  occasions  by  the  courts  of 
South  Carolina,  that  the  statute  of  Merton  is  not  in  force  in  that 
State,  and  consequently  that  no  damages  are  recoverable  in  the 
courts  of  law.^     But  courts  of  equity,  nevertheless,  give  to  the 


1  Tod  V.  Bajlor,  4  Leigh,  498. 

s  Kendall  v.  Honey,  5  Mon.  282 ;  Marshall  v.  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon..  198  ;  McElroj 
V.  Wathen,  3  B.  Mon.  135  ;  Garton  v.  Bates,  4  B.  Mon.  366  ;  Golden  v.  Maupin,  2  J. 
J.  Marsh.  236. 

•  McElroj  V,  Watben,  3  B.  Mon.  135.  And  novr,  bj  the  revised  statutes,  rents 
may  be  recovered  against  a  purchaser  from  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action.    Rev.  Slat.  Kj.  394;  Yancy  «.  Smith,  2  Met.  (Kjr.)  408. 

*  Johnson  v.  Elliott,  12  Ala.' 112:  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18  Ala.  Y94;  Springle  v. 
Shields,  17  Ala.  295.     See  Beavers  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  20. 

»  Slatter  v.  Meek,  33  Ala.  528.  •  Chiswell  v.  Morris,  I  McOarter,  Ch.  101. 

»  Sec  Hejward  t>.  Cuthbert,  1  M*Oord,  386 ;  Wright  v.  Jennings,  1  Bail.  L.  277  ; 
McCrearj  v.  Cloud,  2  BajJ.  L.  343  j  Gordon  v.  Stevens,  2  Hill,  Ch.  429 ;  Keith  v. 
Trapier,  1  Bull.  Eq.  63.  Bj  a  singular  anomaly  in  the  legislation  of  South  Carolina, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  of  damages  in  a  court  of  law  where  the  husband  died 
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widow  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  time  her  right 
accrued  until  dower  is  assigned.^  '^  In  the  case  of  Heyward  v. 
Cuthbert,"^  said  Harper,  Chancellor,'  ^^it  was  decided  that  a  widow 
'to  whom  dower  has  been  assigned,  was  not  entitled  to  damages  for 
the  detention  of  her  dower.  The  grounds  of  that  decision  were, 
that  by  the  English  law,  no  damages  were  recoverable  in  dower, 
until  the  statute  of  Merton,^  and  that  statute  is  not  in  force  in  this 
State.  That,  however,  was  a  decision  in  a  court  of  law,  and  there 
is  no  doubt,  that  the  court  of  chancery,  ever  since  it  has  exercised 
jurisdiction  in  cases  of  dower,  has  uniformly  given  an  accoant  for 
the  arrears  of  rents  and  profits.  But  as  this  jurisdiction  has  been 
exercised  only  since  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Merton,  it  is,  per- 
haps, not  perfectly  clear,  whether  the  account  has  been  allowed  in 
conformity  to  the  statute,  or  on  distinct  equity  principles.  This 
statute  being  in  existence  there  was  no  need  to  explain  this  matter 
in  the  decided  cases ;  but  on  referring  to  the  cases,  I  am  sufficiently 
satisfied  that  the  account  for  rents  and  profits  has  been  allowed  on 
distinct  equity  principles  entirely  independent  of  the  statute.  .  .  . 
The  widow  is  entitled  to  the  value  of  her  dower  in  that  [the  value 
of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  alienation]  with  the  interest  which 
has  accrued  since  her  husband's  death. "^ 

10.  In  North  Carolina,  as  against  the  heir  or  his  vendee,  the 
widow  is  entitled  to  an  account  of  the  mesne  profits  from  the  death 
of  her  husband.^  And  in  a  case  where  buildings  which  had  been 
insured  were  destroyed  by  fire  after  the  husband's  death,  she  was 

seized;  but  damages  in  the  form  of  interest  are  given,  even  at  law,  where  the  hus- 
band aliened  during  coverture.  *'  Bj  the  Act  of  1824,  amended  bj  the  Act  of  1825, 
[Acts  of  1824,  p.  24,  ai\d  of  1825,  p.  20,]  interest  is  allowed  in  cases  where  the  land 
has  been  aliened  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  but  it  is  only  in  those  cases." 
Opinion  of  the  court  in  Wright  v.  Jennings,  1  Bailej,  Law  R.  277.  See  ante,  ch.  xxv. 

1  Gordon  v.  Stevens,  2  Hill  (S.  C),  Ch.  429;  Mej  v,  Mey,  1  Bail.  L.  277,  note; . 
Keith  V.  Trapier,  1  Bail.  £q.  63 ;  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  2  Rich.  Eq.  23.    As 
against  a  purchaser  she  is  entitled  to  an  account  from  the  time  he  went  into  pos- 
session.   Rickard  v.  Talbird,  Rice,  Eq.  R.  158. 

>  Heyward  v.  Cuthbert,  1  M'Cord,  386. 

»  In  Keith  v,  Trapier,  1  Bailey,  Eq.  63.  *  20  Hen.  III.,  c,  1. 

B  Affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals,  where,  however,  a  distinction  was  taken 
betweeti "  damages  sustained  occasione  detentione  dotit,**  and  *'  mesne  profits,"  the 
court  declaring  them  two  distinct  things.  Keith  v.  Trapier,  1  Bail.  Eq.  63,  74.  That 
the  widow  has  been  put  to  her  election  as  to  whether  she  would  take  under  the 
law,  or  under  the  will  of  her  husband,  does  not  affect  her  right,  in  equity,  to  mesne 
profits  from  the  time  df  her  husband's  death.  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  2  Rich. 
Eq.  23. 

•  Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jones,  Eq.  357  j  Peyton  v.  Smith,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  323. 
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« 

allowed  a  proportionate  share  of  the  insarance  money.^  In  Mis- 
sissippi, also,  courts  of  equity  will  order  an  account  of  arrears  upon 
the  application  of  the  widow.'  In  Ohio,  the  statute  gives  the  widow 
rents  from  the  date  of  filing  her  petition.^  s 

11.  Where  a  widow  brings  a  suit  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  her 
dower,  she  may,  after  a  recovery  there,  proceed  in  equity  for  an 
account  of  the  rents  and  profits.^  And  in  such  case,  where  the  suit 
is  between  the  same  parties,  the  judgment  at  law  is  conclusive  of 
the  marriage,  and  of  the  seizin  of  the  demandant's  husband.^  In 
a  case  in  Mississippi,  a  bill  was  filed  in  chancery  by  husband  and 
wife,  setting  forth  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  estate 
of  her  former  husband ;  that  a  petition  had  been  filed  in  the  pro- 
bate court  of  the  proper  county,  for  the  allotment  of  the  dower,  and 
commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose,  who  had  set  off  the 
dower  by  metes  and  bounds,  but  that  possession  could  not  be 
delivered  by  the  sheriff,  because  the  premises  were  indivisible,  and 
the  defendants  were  in  the  occupancy  of  the  buildings  situate  there- 
on, and  refused  to  deliver  possession.  The  bill  further  alleged, 
that  the  defendants  had  been  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of 
the  premises,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  since  the 
death  of  the  first  husband,  and  refused  to  account  for  the  portion 
due  the  widow.  It  was  held,  that  a  sufficient  case  was  made  by  the 
bill  to  authorize  a  court  of  equity  to  render  a  decree  in  favor  of  the 
widow  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  her  share  of  the  lot.*  In  North 
Carolina,  it  is  held,  however,  that  after  dower  has  been  assigned 
at  law,  equity  will  not  entertain  a  bill  for  mesne  profits  unless 
there  be  some  equitable  circumstances,  such  as  loss  of  title  deeds, 
or  detention  of  such  deeds,  or  a  discovery  is  necessary.^ 

12.  It  is  held  in  Maryland,  that  a  bill  for  rents  and  profits  is 
premature  until  the  dower  itself  has  been  recovered.^  On  the  other 
hand,  the  equity  courts  of  Mississippi  will  entertain  a  bill  for 
mesne  profits  even  if  the  widow  neglect  to  have  dower  assigned.* 

18.  If  the  demandant  proceed  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  dama- 
ges, in  a  case  in  which  the  courts  of  law  have  jurisdiction,  and  fail 

^  Campbell  v,  Marphj,  iupra, 

*  Harper  o.  Archer,  28  Missis.  212.    See  Turner  v.  Morris,  27  Missis.  733'. 

*  1  Rer.  Stot.  Ohio,  bj  Swan  k  Critchf.  p.  522,  {  18. 

«  Sellman  v,  Bowen,  8  Gill  &  J.  50 ;  Bullock  v.  Griffin,  I  Strobb.  Eq.  60.     See 
Turner  v,  Morris,  27  Missis.  733. 

*  Sellman  o.  Bowen.  8  GiU  k  J.  50.  •  Tamer  v,  Morris,  27  Missis.  733. 
T  Whitehead  v.  Clinch,  I  Murph.  128 ;  Whitehead  v,  Bellamy,  2  Hayw.  240. 

>  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  I  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  143.    •  Harper  v.  Archer,  28  Missis.  212. 
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to  recoyer  there,  the  question  must  be  regarded  as  re^  adjudieata. 
She  can  not  afterwards  proceed  for  the  same  matter  in  a  court  of 
equity.^  But  where  a  bill  was  filed  for  an  account  of  rents  and 
profits ;  and  pending  that  proceeding  a  second  bill  was  filed  in  the 
same  court  by  the  complainant  against  the  same  defendant,  claim- 
ing an  assignment  of  dower  in  addition  to  an  account  of  the  rents 
and  profits ;  and  upon  the  latter  bill  dower  was  assigned  and  the 
assignment  confirmed,  but  there  was  no  order  or  judgment  on  the 
subject  of  anterior  rents  and  profits,  it  was  held  that  the  proceed- 
ings and  decree  under  the  second  bill  constituted  no  bar  to  a 
recovery  under  the  first.* 

14.  Upon  a  bill  by  husband  and  wife  claiming  a  portion  of 
rents  and  profits,  as  damages,  for  the  detention  of  the  dower  of  the 
wife,  the  heirs  of  the  first  husband  can  not  set  ofi"  a  demand  which 
they  may  have  against  the  second  husband  for  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  land  during  their  minority.  The  two  claims  are  not 
due  in  the  same  right,  and  that  for  damages  would  survive  to  the 
wife.* 

IniercBt  on  arrears. 

15.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  courts  of  equity  not  to  allow  interest 
upon  arrears  of  dower.^  Mr.  Roper  says^:  ''  The  rule  is  considered 
to  be  so  absolute  as  to  render  it  doubtful  whether  it  will  be  relaxed 
in  the  most  distressing  cases  ;^  yet  I  have  found  no  case  to  that 
efiect,  no  authority  pronouncing  that  a  widow  under  no  circum- 
stances shall  receive  interest  upon  the  money  arising  from  her 
dower,  improperly  detained  from  her  by  the  person  who  ought  to 
have  assigned  it.  If  such  were  the  rule  in  equity,  the  widow  would 
be  in  a  worse  situation  in  that  court  than  if  she  had  brought  her 
writ  of  dower  at  law ;  for  we  have  seen  that  a  jury  in  assessing 
damages  'pro  detentione  dotisj  are  at  liberty  to  give  her  more  than 
one-third  of  the  by-gone  annual  value  of  the  estate,  if  she  have 
suffered  injury  to  a  larger  amount  in  consequence  of  the  non-assign- 


1  Eiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  143  ;  Sellman  v.  Bowen,  8  Gill  k  J.  60. 

s  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill  k  J.  388.  >  Darnall  v.  Hill,  12  Gill  A(  J.  388. 

«  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  428,  pi.  22.  »  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  457. 

*  See  Ferrers  t;.  Ferrers,  Forrest,  2 ;  Batten  o.  Earnlej,  2  P.  Wms.  163 ;  RobiDSon 
V.  Cumming,  2  Atk.  411 ;  Newman  v.  Auling,  3  Atk.  579;  Bedford  o.  Coke,  cited  2 
Yes.  Jr.  166 ;  Lindsaj  v.  Gibbon,  cited  3  Bro.  G.  G.  496. 
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ment  of  her  dower.^  Now  one  species  of  damage  the  widow  might 
suffer  may  arise  from  the  payment  of  interest  upon  money  bor- 
rowed for  maintenance  whilst  contending  for  her  right  to  dower ; 
this  payment  of  interest,  it  is  presumed,  would  be  an  injury  which 
a  jury  would  feel  no  difficulty  in  considering  in  their  estimate  of 
damages  for  the  detention  of  dower ;  and  it  would  seem  singular  if 
a  court  of  equity,  professing  to  favor  the  widow's  claims,  and  upon 
that  principle  to  extend  to  her  relief  even  beyond  what  she  could 
obtain  at  law,^  should  refuse  to  give  her  the  same  relief  which  she 
might  have  had  in  a*  court  of  common  law.  But  it  may  be  said, 
that  a  court  of  equity  declines  to  give  interest  in  this  instance,  in 
analogy  to  its  practice  in  refusing  interest  upon  arrears  of  annui- 
ties, and  of  such  even  as  are  granted  by  way  of  jointure,  in  bar  of 
dower.  The  analogy,  however,  does  not  seem  to  be  applicable  in 
this  instance,  because  these  annuities  are  created  by  express  con- 
tract among  the  parties  in  solemn  instruments,  and  they  might  if 
they  thought  proper,  have  provided  for  the  payment  of  interest 
upon  the  arrears  of  the  annuities  granted,  to  which  transactions  the 
observation  of  Lord  Thurlow  in  Tew  v.  The  Earl  of  Winterton' 
applies,  viz.,  '  that  the  court  has  never  given  interest  but  where 
there  has  been  some  ground  from  whence  it  could  gather  that  there 
was  a  contract  between  the  parties  that  interest  should  be  paid.' 
This  remark  can  only  apply  to  instances  where  there  is  a  possibility 
of  such  a  contract  being  made ;  or  to  cases  where  annuities  are 
given  by  deed  or  will,  in  which  provision  might  be  made  for  the 
payment  of  interest  upon  arrears,^  and  not  to  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  widow's  title  is  created  by  law ;  moreover,  it 
could  not  mean,  that  in  such  a  case  the  deforceor  of  the  widow's 
dower  should  be  in  a  better  condition  in  equity  than  at  law,  as  he 
would  be,  as  it  has  been  before  shown,  if  the  interest  paid  by  the 
widow  for  money  borrowed  to  support  her  till  she  obtained  her 
dower,  should  not  be  repaid  her  in  equity  in  the  shape  of  interest 
upon  the  arrears  due  in  respect  of  such  dower.  The  cases  in  which 
interest  has  been  refused  were  chiefly  of  annuities,  for  the  payment 
of  interest  upon  the  arrears  of  which  provision  might  have  been 
made.  And  even  in  these  instances  Lord  Hardwicke  expressed  an 
opinion,  in  an  anonymous  case  reported  by  the  elder  Yesey,^  that 

II  T  W^   _     ■  J __.I.__H___-J 

^  See  ante,  ch.  xzv.  *  2  Bro.  G.  G.  629. 

*  3  Bro.  0.  G.  495 ;  1  Ves.  Jr.  451.  *  Mellish  v.  Hellish,  14  Yes.  Jr.  516. 

«  2  Yes.  Sen.  662.     See  2  Yes.  Jr.  167. 
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^  interest  upon  arrears  might  be  given  in  a  special  case,  as  the  being 
obliged  to  borrow  money,  and  to  pay  interest  for  it,  and  then, 
said  his  lordship,  the  court  will  give  interest  from  a  reasonable 
time.'  Upon  the  whole,  it  is  submitted  as  a  reasonable  presumption, 
and  as  being  in  analogy  to  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  decis- 
ions in  equity,  that  interest  will  not  be  given  upon  arrears  of  dower 
except  under  special  circumstances,  one  of  which  is  where  the 
widow  has  been  under  the  necessity  of  taking  up  money  at  interest 
for  her  maintenance  whilst  her  dower  was  withholden." 

16.  Mr.  Jacob  discusses  the  same  subject  in  the  following  terms :' 
*''  In  the  old  cases,  much  diversity  of  practice  prevailed  upon  the 
question  whether  interest  on  arrears  should  be  allowed.  'The 
result  (as  Lord  Redesdale  observes),'  has  been  to  refuse  interest, 
except  under  very  particular  circumstances,  and  though  it  seemed  to 
be  the  justice  of  these  cases  to  give  interest,  it  has  been  found  the 
wisest  way  not  to  do  so,  as  the  principle  might  be  extended  so  far 
as  to  become  highly  mischievous,  and  tend  to  create  litigation  in 
every  case,  and  to  encourage  creditors  to  delay  the  prosecution  of 
their  suits.'  The  cases  have  not  furnished  any  precise  rule  for 
ascertaining  what  special  circumstances  will  be  suflBcient  to  warrant 
a  departure  from  the  general  rule.  Long  delay  occasioned  by  the 
misconduct  of  the  defendant,  would,  perhaps,  form  a  ground  of 
distinction.^  But  it  seems  probable  that  in  cases  of  this  sort,  the 
courts  would  not  at  this  day  make  an  exception,  founded  solely  on 
the  pecuniary  circumstances  of  the  party  to  whom  the  arrears  are 
due.  In  Tew  v.  "Winterton,  Lord  Thurlow  observes:  'Poverty, 
compassion,  &c.,  have  been  the  reasons  which  have  influenced  the 
court,  according  to  the  printed  cases,  which  are  so  indistinct  that 
I  can  not  decide  upon  those  principles.  I  should  be  very  sorry  to 
give  as  my  reason  for  doing  it,  that  she  was  in  distress,  or  had 
borrowed  money,  &c.'  "* 

17.  But  in  South  Carolina,  if  the  husband  die  seized,*and  a  sum 
of  money  is  assessed  in  lieu  of  dower,  the  widow  is  entitled,  in 
equity,  in  addition  to  the  sum  assessed,  to  one-third  of  the  mesne 
profits  from  the  death  of  her  husband  to  the  time  when  the  return 
of  the  commissioners  is  confirmed ;  and  also  to  interest  on  the  sum 

»  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  459,  note.         *  Id  Anderson  v.  Dwjer,  1  Sch.  k  Lef.  303. 
B  See  Burton  v.  Todd,  1  Swan.  255. 

*  See,  alflo,  Park,  Dow.  352 ;  2  Crabb,  R.  P.  190  j  2  Dan.  Ch    Pr.  1344;  Wake- 
field V,  Childs,  1  Fonbl.  22. 
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assessed  from  the  time  the  return  is  confirmed  until  the  money  is 
paid.^ 

18.  We  have  seen  that  where  the  premises  are  subject  to  an  out- 
standing lease  for  years  in  which  the  wife  has  joined,  she  is  entitled 
to  one-third  of  the  rents  reserved  during  the  existence  of  the  term.* 
She  is  also  entitled  to  interest  upon  her  proportion  of  the  rent  from 
the  time  it  becomes  due,  or  is  actually  paid  by  the  tenant  to  the 
owner  of  the  inheritance.' 

The  widow  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  pendente  lite. 

19.  An  order  for  maintenance  pendente  lite  will  not  be  made  in 
behalf  of  a  widow  on  her  bill  for  dower.*  But  in  consideration  of 
the  fact  that  she  requires  the  profits  of  her  dower  for  her  immediate 
support,  if  her  claim  form  an  ingredient  only,  in  the  suit,  and 
several  matters  are  referred  to  a  master  to  inquire  into  and  make 
a  general  report,  the  court  will  not  delay  the  payment  of  arrears 
of  the  widow's  dower  until  the  general  report  is  made,  but  will 
direct  the  master  to  make  an  immediate  separate  report  of  what  is 
due  to  her  for  arrears,  in  order  that  she  may  receive  them  for  her 
maintenance.  This  was  accordingly  done  in  Eccleston  v.  Berkley,* 
where  an  account  was  directed  to  the  master  in  regard  to  several 
incumbrances  made  by  the  husband  after  the  marriage  upon  the 
dowable  estate.  Lord  Hardwicke,  upon  the  application  of  the 
widow,  directed  the  master  to  make  a  separate  report  of  what  was 
due  to  her  in  respect  of  dower,  she  being  entitled  to  one-third  of 
the  rents,  paramount  to  the  claims  of  the  incumbrancers.^ 

Death  of  the  defendant  pending  the  suit. 

20.  At  law,  mesne  profits,  under  the  term  "damages"  in  the 
statute  of  Merton,  are  lost  by  the  death  of  either  the  plaintiff  or 
the  defendant,  before  they  are  assessed  and  ascertained.^  But  the 
rule  is  otherwise  in  equity.  That  court  has  been  more  liberal  to 
the  widow,  from  the  consideration  that  the  profits  of  a  third  part 
of  her  husband's  real  estate  are  her  principal,  and  sometimes  her 
only  means  of  subsistence  from  the  time  of  his  death.     It  is,  there- 

^  Woodward  vl  Woodward,  2  Rich.  Eq.  23.  >  Ante,  {  5. 

s  Chase's  case,  1  Bland,  Gh.  206,  232.    See,  also,  Baird  v.  Bland,  5  Munf.  492 ; 
Daris  v.  Walsh,  2E.kJ.  344. 

*  Rockwell  V.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  119. 

^  Eccleston  v.  Berklej,  Ridg.  Ga.  temp.  Hardw.  253. 

•  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  466;  2  Orabb,  R.  P.  190.         '  See  ante,  ch.  xxv.,  J  J  54-5G. 
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fore,  the  course  of  the  court  to  assign  to  her  dower,  and  to  give  to 
her  an  account  of  the  mesne  profits,  provided,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  bill  filed  the  right  to  damages  was  not  gone,  and  not  to  permit 
her  title  to  them  ta  be  defeated  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  pendetUe 
lite;  upon  the  principle  that  it  would  be  unjust  if  the  defendant's 
denial  of  her  right  of  dower,  and  the  accident  of  his  death  before 
the  establishment  of  it,  should  be  allowed  to  place  her  in  a  worse 
situation  than  if  he  had  thrown  no  impediment  in  her  way,  and 
had  fairly  and  candidly  admitted  her  claim.^ 

Death  of  the  widow  before  dower  has  been  assigned. 

21.  In  the  English  equity  courts  the  rule  is  well  established, 
that  the  omission  to  obtain  an  actual  assignment  of  dower  will  not 
afiect  the  right  of  the  widow,  while  living,  to  obtain  payment  of 
mesne  profits  in  equity,  nor  deprive  her  personal  representative  of 
them  in  the  event  of  her  death.^    The  want  of  a  formal  assignment 
of  dower,  said  Lord  Cowper,  in  Hamilton  v.  Mohun,*  is  nothing  in 
equity,  since  the  widow's  right  in  conscience  is  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  made.     His  lordship,  therefore,  in  that  case,  decreed  to 
the  widow  in  a  suit  instituted  against  her  by  the  heir  for  an  account 
of  the  profits  of  the  dowable  estate  of  which  she  had  been  in  pos- 
session as  his  guardian,  an  allowance  of  one-third  of  them   in 
respect  of  her  right  to  dower.     That  case  was  followed  by  Lord 
Hardwicke,  in  Graham  v,  Graham,*  a  case  in  which  the  widow  was 
the  plaintiff,  who  being  a  trustee  of  the  dowable  estate  for  her  son, 
and  having  received  the  profits,  and  being  therefore  accountable  to 

^  Cartis  v.  Curtis,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  620 ;  Dormer  v.  Fortescne,  3  Atk.  130 ;  1  Roper, 
H.  k  W.  452 ;  Park,  Dow.  330;  2  Grabb,  R.  P.  189;  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1344 ;  Adams's 
Eq.  «234;  1  Story's  £q.  Juris.,  {  625.  See  Lord  Redes.  122.  Mr.  Park  insisU 
with  much  forco  of  reasoning,  that  it  is  not  necessary  the  biU  should  be  filed 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  heir  to  entitle  the  widow  to  a  decree  for  mesne  profits.  See 
his  comments  upon  the  observations  of  Lord  Alranlej  in  Gurtis  v.  Gurtis,  Park, 
Dow.  330.  In  North  Carolina,  if  the  defendant  to  an  action  at  law  for  dower  die 
pending  the  suit,  the  widow  can  not  afterwards  proceed  in  equity  against  his  repre- 
sentatives for  mesne  profits.  Whitehead  v.  Clinch,  1  Murph.  128.  By  the  Missouri 
statute,  where  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  die,  the  action  shall  proceed  against 
the  survivors ;  if  all  the  defendants  die,  the  action  may  be  renewed  against  the 
executors  or  administrators,  as  in  other  cases.  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  679, 
{61. 

*  Wakefield  v.  Childs,  1  Fonbl.  Gq.  22,  note;  Lindsay  v.  Gibbon,  cited  3  Bro.  G. 
G.  495  ;  1  Story's  Bq.  Juris.,  {  625. 

»  Hamilton  v  Mohun,  1  Peere  Wms.  118,  122. 

*  Graham  v.  Graham,  1  Yes.  Sen.  262. 
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him  for  them,  claimed  an  allowance  for  her  dower  in  rendering  the 
accounts ;  and  his  lordship  not  onl j  allowed  to  her  the  amount  of  the 
arrears,  but  also  secured  to  her  the  future  payment  of  her  dower.^ 
22.  In  the  American  courts,  there  is  some  diversity  in  the  deci- 
sions in  regard  to  the  right  of  the  administrator  of  the  widow  to 
recover  mesne  profits  where  she  has  died  before  dower  has  been 
assigned.  In  Maryland,  if  her  death  occur  pending  proceedings 
for  the  establishment  of  her  right,  her  personal  representative  may 
recover;  otherwise  not;^  while  in  Mississippi,  mesne  profits  may  be 
recovered  in  equity,  even  though  the  widow*  has  entirely  neglected 
to  bring  suit  for  her  dower.*  In  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of  Sand- 
back  V.  Quigley,^  the  court,  while  enforcing  the  general  rule  that 
the  death  of  the  widow  abates  an  action  at  law,  nevertheless  suggest 
that  a  special  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  by  her  admin- 
istrator against  the  heir  or  feoffee.  After  adverting  to  the  English 
equity  rule,  they  say:  "It  has  been  urged  that,  as  we  have  no 
court  of  chancery,  equitable  relief  may  be  given  in  the  action  of 
dower,  notwithstanding  no  judgment  is,  or  can  be  rendered.  But 
it  would  be  a  novelty, — an  act  of  legislation,  rather  than  judicial 
power;  it  would  be  too  great  an  innovation  on  established  forms, 
by  an  act  of  the  court,  to  allow  the  substitution  of  executors  as 
parties  in  an  action  of  dower  to  enable  them  to  recover  damages  for 
the  detention  of  the  dower.  But  as  the  law  should  not  be  sub- 
ject to  the  reproach  of  giving  a  right  without  a  remedy,  I  would 
suggest  that,  until  the  legislature  think  proper  to  interfere,  relief 
might  be  given  in  a  special  action  on  the  case,  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives against  the  heir  or  feoffee,  or  against  each,  or  both,  for 
the  time  they  respectively  occupied  the  premises."  In  the  case  of 
Conklin  t;.  Bush,^  it  was  decided  that  account  render  does  not  lie 
by  an  administrator  of  a  widow  for  the  profits  of  land  conveyed  by 
her  husband,  against  the  grantee ;  and  that  no  suit  can  be  main- 
tained where  the  widow  dies  before  recovering  judgment  in  an 
action  of  dower.  But  in  the  recent  case  of  Paul  v.  Paul,^  it  was 
held,  that  in  equity  the  personal  representative  of  a  widow  entitled 
to  dower  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seized,  may  have  an 


1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  455 ;  Park,  Dow.  330 ;  2  Grabbf  R.  P.  189.  See  Tompkins  v. 
Fonda,  4  Paige,  448 ;  EverUon  t;.  Tappen,  5  John.  Ch.  497 ;  Mathes  v.  Bennett, 
1  Foster  (N.  H.),  204. 

s  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  143 ;  Steiger  v.  Hillen,  5  GiU  k  J.  121. 

*  Harper  v.  Archer,  28  Missis.  212.        «  Sandback  v.  Quiglej,  S  Watts,  460. 

>  Conklin  v.  Bush,  8  Barr,  514.  •  Paul  t;.  Paul,  36  Pa.  St  (12  Casey),  270* 
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account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  although  dower  had  not  been 
assigned  in  her  lifetime,  and  no  proceedings  had  been  instituted 
for  that  purpose.  In  Ohio,  it  has  been  determined,  that  the  right 
to  mesne  profits  is  entirely  lost  by  the  death  of  the  widow  while 
her  bill  for  dower  is  pending.^  But  a  statute  has  since  been  adopted 
in  that  State,  which  allows  a  revivor  of  the  proceeding,  where  the 
widow  dies  during  its  pendency,  and  a  recovery  of  mesne  profits 
from  the  date  of  filing  the  petition  to  the  time  of  her  death.'  So, 
by  statute  in  Missouri,  if  the  widow  die  before  action  brought,  her 
executor  or  administrator  may  maintain  an  action  for  damages.' 
In  Illinois,  if  the  widow  die  before  her  right  has  been  established, 
although  after  suit  brought,  her  representative  is  not  entitled  to 
mesne  profits  as  against  an  alienee  of  the  husband.^  Whether,  in 
such  case,  arrears  may  be  recovered,  in  equity,  against  the  heir,  or 
a  person  claiming  under  him,  has  not  been  determined.*  In  New 
York,  prior  to  the  revised  statutes,  if  the  husband  died  seized,  the 
death  of  the  dowress  pending  a  suit  in  equity  for  her  dower,  did 
not  deprive  her  personal  representative  of  the  arrears  due  at  the 
time  of  her  death ;  and  he  was  permitted  to  revive  the  suit  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  such  arrears.  But  where  the  husband  did  not 
die  seized,  if  the  demandant  died  before  her  right  to  dower  was 
established,  the  personal  representative  was  not  entitled  to  arrears, 
and  therefore  could  not  revive.^  The  right,  in  equity,  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  a  widow  to  one-third  of  the  rents  of  land  in 
which  she  was  entitled  to  dower,  has  been  recognized  in  North 
Carolina.^  In  a  case  in  Kentucky,  the  complainant  in  a  bill  in 
chancery  for  dower,  died  before  her  right  was  determined.  Her 
heirs  subsequently  instituted  proceedings  for  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  down  to  the  period  of  her  death,  alleging  that 
administration  had  not  been  taken  out  on  her  estate.  The  court 
avoided  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  question  as  to  the  liability 
of  the  tenant  for  mesne  profits,  but  held,  that  conceding  the  liability 
to  exist,  an  action  therefor  could  not  be  maintained  by  the  heirs, 
but  must  be  brought  by  an  administrator.^ 

^  Miller  v.  Woodman,  14  Ohio,  518.  In  this  case  the  husband  died  seized ;  a 
decree  for  dower  had  been  rendered,  and  the  return  of  the  commissioners,  assigning 
dower,  and  assessing  the  annual  value  of  the  rents,  filed.  The  widow  died  pending 
exceptions  to  the  report,  and  before  a  decree  of  confirmation. 

«  Act  of  Feb.  12,  1863,  60  Ohio  Laws,  p   10. 

>  1  Rey.  Stat  Misso.  1855,  p.  679,  {  51.        *  Tumej  v.  Smith,  14  111   242. 

*  Ibid.  «  Johnson  v,  Thomas,  2  Paige,  377. 

»  Peyton  v.  Smith,  2  Dev.  k  B.  Eq.  325.        »  Coons  ».  Nail,  4  Litt.  264. 


CHAPTER  XXVII. 

BFFECT   OF  AN   ASSIGNMENT   IN  DISOHARGING   OTHER    LANDS   FROM 

THE  CLAIM   OF    DOWER. 

1.  The  consequence  of  a  yalid  assignment  of  dower  is,  that  the 
title  of  dower,  which,  on  the  death  of  the  husband  attached  upon 
all  the  lands  of  which  he  was  seized  during  the  coverture,  is  dis- 
charged as  to  all  the  remaining  lands,  (except  so  far  as  there  may 
be  a  lien  upon  them  by  reason  of  the  warranty,)^  if  the  assignment 
was  made  in  allowance  of  all  the  lands ;  or  as  to  the  remaining 
parts  of  the  particular  lands  which  the  assignment,  if  partial  only, 
was  made  in  allowance  of.  The  heir  or  grantee  may  therefore 
make  a  good  title  to  the  remaining  lands,  or  parts  of  lands,  with- 
out the  concurrence  of  the  dowress ;  for  if  she  were  to  bring  a  writ 
of  dower  against  the  owner  of  these  lands,  the  assignment  might  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  the  action.^ 

2.  But  if  there  be  several  grantees  of  land  of  which  a  woman  is 
dowable,  and  one  of  them,  by  agreement  with  her,  assign  a  portion 
of  his  land  to  her  in  allowance  of  all  the  freehold  which  belonged 
to  her  husband,  it  has  been  doubted  whether  this  assignment  shall 
discharge  the  other  grantees  from  the  claims  of  the  dowress.  It 
is  supposed  by  Perkins  that  it  shall ;  ^'  but  some,'*  he  adds,^  '-  have 
said  the  contrary,^  for  they  say  that  they  can  not  plead  this  matter 
against  the  woman  in  several  writs  of  dower  brought  by  her  against 
them ;  tamen  qusere.  And  the  feoffee  who  made  the  assignment 
can  not  come  into  court  and  plead  this  matter  in  actions  brought 
against  the  other  feoffees,  because  he  is  a  stranger  to  those  actions, 
and  there  is  not  any  means  to  bring  him  into  court."  But  ''if 
a  man  seized  of  two  acres  of  land  in  fee  take  a  wife  and  enfeoff 

1  See  post,  ch.  zxiz.  >  Park,  Dow.  213,  277. 

»  Perk,  i  402. 

^  In  Co.  Liu.  35  a.,  it  is  laid  down  as  clears  that  the  other  feoffees  can  take  no 
benefit  of  the  assignmenl ;  and  Sir  M.  Hale,  in  his  note  upon  that  passage,  states  it 
to  have  been  so  adjudged  in  Throgmorton's  case,  M.  8  Jac.  G.  B.  Greening's  note, 
Perk,  i  402. 
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a  stranger  of  one  of  the  acres  "with  warranty,  and  die,  and  both 
acres  are  in  one  county,  and  the  heir  endows  his  mother  of  parcel 
of  his  acre  in  allowance  of  all  her  dower  in  both  acres,  it  is  a  good 
assignment ;  for  if  the  feoffee  had  been  impleaded  by  the  woman  in 
a  writ  of  dower,  he  might  have  vouched  the  heir,  and  the  demand- 
ant should  have  recovered  against  the  heir  conditionally.^  And 
if  the  heir  lease  for  life  to  a  stranger,  parcel  of  the  land  which  he 
hath  by  descent  from  his  father,  and  assign  to  his  mother  parcel  of 
the  land  which  remains  in  his  possession  in  allowance  of  all  her 
dower,  as  well  for  the  land  leased  as  for  the  land  which  remains  in 
bis  possession,  the  assignment  is  good;  and  yet,  if  the  woman 
implead  the  lessee  by  a  writ  of  dower,  and  he  vouches  his  lessor, 
the  wife  shall  not  have  judgment  to  recover  against  the  heir, 
because  he  is  not  bound  to  the  warranty  by  the  lien  of  his  father, 
who  was  husband  to  the  woman.  Qumre^  if  in  such  a  case,  the 
lessee  vouch  the  heir  generally,  and  the  heir  enter  generally  into 
the  warranty,  then  it  seems  judgment  shall  be  given  for  the  de- 
mandant against  the  vouchee  conditionally."^ 

8.  By  statute  in  New  York,*  Michigan,^  Wisconsin,*  Minnesota,^ 
and  Oregon,^  when  a  widow  has  accepted  an  assignment  of  dower 
in  satisfaction  of  her  claim  upon  all  the  lands  of  her  husband,  it 
may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  any  farther  claim  of  dower,  by  the  heir, 
or  by  a  grantee  of  the  husband  or  of  the  heir.  And  it  has  been 
held  in  New  Hampshire,  to  be  no  answer  to  a  plea  that  dower  has 
been  assigned,  that  it  was  not  assigned  within  thirty  days  after 
demand,  if  it  appear  that  it  was  accepted.^   In  New  Jersey,'  Mis- 


»  Perk.  {  400  j  Moor,  26,  26 ;  Co.  Litt.  35  a. 

>  Perk.  2  401.  This  appears  to  turn  altogether  upon  the  form  of  the  Toucher; 
no  precedent  npon  the  point  has  been  found.  It  seems  that  bj  Touching  **  his  Utaor^ 
is  meant  that  the  tenant  in  his  plea  names  him  as  the  party  who  made  the  demise ; 
and  that  by  Touching  the  heir  generally,  is  meant  Touching  him  as  '^  A.  son  and 
hetTy^^  &c.,  without  showing  how  he  is  bound  to  warranty.  In  the  latter  case  he 
might  be  bound  either  by  his  own  deed  or  the  deed  of  his  ancestor,  (Vin.  Abr.  Yon- 
Cher,  E.  b.,  pi.  8,  9,)  and  when  he  had  entered  into  the  warranty  npon  this  Toacher, 
his  being  named  as  heir,  might  probably  be  considered  as  showing  that  he  was 
bound  by  his  ancestor ;  and  therefore  lead  to  the  usual  form  of  judgment,  as  sug- 
gested in  the  quare.    Note  by  Greening,  Perk.  {  401. 

s  1  RcT.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  743,  2  23.  «  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  854,  {  28. 

»  ReT.  gtat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  549,  {  28.        •  Stat.  Min.  1858,  p.  410,  {  28. 

f  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  408,  J  28.  ^  Clark  t;.  Muzsey,  43  K.  H«  59. 

•  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  209,  {  4. 
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souri,^  Kansas,^  and  Delaware,^  it  is  provided,  that  a  writ  of  dower 
shall  not  abate  by  the  exception  of  the  tenant  that  the  demandant 
hath  received  her  dower  of  another  person,  before  her  writ  was 
sued  out,  unless  he  can  show  that  the  dower  so  received,  was  in 
satisfaction  of  her  right  of  dower  in  the  lands  or  tenements  whereof 
she  demands  dower. 

4.  It  should  be  noticed  as  a  point  of  possible  occurrence,  that 
where  the  wife  recovers  dower  by  writ  against  a  vouchee  condition' 
ally^^  the  lands  of  the  tenant  are  not  absolutely  discharged  from 
the  title  of  dower,  but  may  eventually  be  liable,  and  that  the  lien 
of  the  judgment  will  follow  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  an  alienee. 
As  in  the  following  case :  ''  If  a  man  seized  of  two  acres  of  land  in 
fee  in  one  county,  take  a  wife,  and  enfeoff  a  stranger  of  one  of  the 
acres  with  warranty,  and  have  issue  and  die  ;  and  his  issue  enters 
into  the  other  acre,  and  the  wife  brings  a  writ  of  dower  against  the 
feoffee,  and  he  vouches  the  issue,  &c.,  who  loses  by  default,  and 
the  wife  has  judgment  conditional,  viz.,  to  recover  against  the 
vouchee,  if  he,  &c.,  and  the  demandant  sues  execution  accordingly, 
and  she  is  put  in  execution  of  land  which  the  vouchee  hath  by 
descent  as  heir  to  her  husband  in  the  same  county  in  which  the  writ 
of  dower  is  brought,  of  which  land  she  is  dowable,  and  the  tenant 
holds  in  peace,  and  the  vouchee  is  restored  to  the  land  which  the 
wife  recovered  by  a  writ  of  deceit ;  in  this  case  the  wife  shall  have 
a  scire  facias  against  the  feoffee  who  was  tenant  in  the  writ  of 
dower,  to  be  endowed  anew  of  the  land  of  which  she  demanded 
dower  in  the  writ  of  dower;  and  notwithstanding  that  the  tenant 
hath  enfeoffed  a  stranger  of  the  same  land  before  the  scire  facias 
brought  against  him,  yet  his  feoffee  shall  be  bound  by  the  judg- 
ment given  in  the  writ  of  dower ;  because  the  judgment  in  the  writ 
of  dower  was  given  of  this  land  conditionally.'** 

5.  We  shall  see  in  a  subsequent  chapter,^  that  in  consequence  of 
the  implied  warranty,  if  the  particular  lands  which  are  assigned  to 
the  widow  in  dower,  are  recovered  against  her  by  lawful  title,  her 
title  of  dower  in  the  remaining  lands  revives,  and  she  is  entitled  to 


1  1  Rey.  Stat.  Misso.  1855,  p.  676,  {  37. 
s  Gomp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  p.  482,  J  26. 

s  Del.  Code,  1852,  p.  292,  2  13.    The  Virginia  statute  of  1785,  was  to  the  same 
effect.     12  Hen.  Stat.  p.  163,  2  2  ;  1  Rer.  Code,  1819,  c.  107, 1  5. 
«  See  ante,  eh.  v.  {  54.  >  Perk.  2  421. 

*  Post,  ch.  zzix. 
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be  newly  endowed  of  one-third  of  those  lands,  although  sold  by  the 
heir  during  the  interval.^  It  would  therefore  seem  that  where  a 
person  selling  lands  relies  upon  an  assignment  of  dower  of  other 
lands  as  discharging  the  lands  sold  from  a  title  of  dower,  and  the 
lands  assigned  are  held  under  a  different  title  from  those  sold,  the 
purchaser  ought  to  be  satisfied  of  the  goodness  of  the  title  to  the 
lands  assigned  as  well  as  to  those  sold.^ 

I  Perk,  a  418-420.  •  •  Park,  Dow.  280. 


CHAPTER  XXVIII. 


ADMEASUREMENT   OF   DOWER   WHERE  THERE   HAS   BEEN   AN   EXCES- 
SIVE ASSIGNMENT. 


2  1-6.  Excessire  assignment  by  the 
heir. 

7-15.  Ezcessiye  assignment  by  the 
sheriff  or  commissioners. 


16,  IT.  Compensation  to  the  widow 
for  improvements  where  dower  is  ad- 
measured on  account  of  an  excessive 
assignment. 


Excessive  assiffnment  by  the  heir. 

1.  It  may  happen  that  the  heir,  in  making  the  assignment,  has 
set  off  to  the  widow  more  than  a  third  part  of  the  subject  in  which 
she  was  entitled  to  dower.  If  be  were  of  full  age,  and  under  no 
disability  at  the  time,  a  court  of  law  will  extend  to  him  no  relief.^ 
In  a  case'  sent  by  the  court  of  chancery  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  it  appeared  that  the  heir  being  of  full  age,  let  his  ancestor's 
widow  into  possession  of,  and  assigned  to  ber  for  dower  of  an  estate 
called  A.,  certain  closes  of  land,  in  which  there  was  an  open  coal 
mine  wrought  at  times  during  the  marriage,  but  which  had  been 
discontinued  long  before  the  husband's  death.  The  value  of  the 
closes  was  amply  sufficient  to  answer  any  demand  of  dower,  without 
regard  to  the  value  of  any  of  the  coal.  The  question  was,  whether 
the  heir  had  any,  and  what  relief  in  respect  to  the  excess  of  his 
own  assignment  ?  And  the  court  certified,  that  since  the  assign- 
ment was  the  act  of  the  heir  himself,  he  being  of  full  age  at  the 
time,  they  thought  that  he  had  no  remedy  at  law  against  the  dow- 
ress  for  avoiding  the  consequences  of  that  act.' 

2.  But  if  the  heir,  were  under  age  when  he  assigned  dower,  the 
common  law  protects  him  against  the  consequences  of  an  excessive 
assignment,  and  supplies  him  with  the  writ  of  admeasurement  of 
dower.*  Of  this  writ,  a  remedy,  as  Mr.  Park  observes,*  now  nearly 

1  Oilb.  Dow.  380.  >  Stoughton  v.  Leigh,  1  Taunt.  404,  412. 

»  I  Roper,  H.  k  W.  407. 

«  Ibid.  408 ;  Toung  v,  TarbeU,  37  Maine,  509 ;  McCormick  v,  Tajlor,  2  Carter 
(Ind.),  336.    See  post,  J  9. 
*  Park,  Dow.  273. 
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obsolete,  the  following  acoount  is  given  by  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  :^ 
**'  The  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower  lieth  where  the  heir,  when 
he  is  within  age,  endoweth  the  wife  of  more  than  she  ought  to  hare 
dower  of;  or  if  the  guardian'  endoweth  the  wife  of  more  than  one- 
third  part  of  the  land  of  which  she  ought  to  have  dower,  then  the 
heir  at  full  age  may  sue  this  writ  against  the  wife,  and  thereby  she 
shall  be  admeasured,  and  the  surplusage  she  had  in  dower  shall  be 
restored  to  the  heir ;  but  in  such  case  there  shall  not  be  assigned 
anew  any  lands  to  hold  in  dower,  but  to  take  from  her  so  much  of 
the  lands  as  surpasseth  the  third  part  whereof  she  ought  to  be 
endowed ;  and  he  need  not  set  forth  of  whose  assignment  she  holds. 
17  Ed.  III.,  66.  A  view  is  not  grantable  on  this  writ.  17  Ed.  III., 
67,  cont.  adjudged  18  Ed.  III.,  3,  20 ;  and  it  seems  that  the  heir 
within  age  shall  have  an  admeasurement  of  dower  of  his  own  assign- 
ment. 7  Ed.  III.,  Admeasurement,  B. ;'  but  if  the  heir  at  full 
age  assigns  dower,  he  shall  not  have  this  writ  against  bis  own 
assignment.  6  H.  III.,  Admeasurement,  18.  And  if  the  heir 
within  age,  before  the  guardian  enters  into  the  land,  do  assign  to 
the  wife  more  land  in  dower  than  she  ought  to  have,  then  the 
guardian  shall  have  the  writ  of  admeasurement  against  the  wife,  by 
the  Stat,  of  West.  2,  c.  7,  and  if  the  guardian  brings  the  writ,  and 
does  pursue  it  against  the  wife,  yet  the  heir  at  his  full  age,  by  the 
same  statute,  shall  have  the  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower  against 
the  wife."* 

S.  In  the  English  practice,  this  writ  is  viscontiel,  and  addressed 
to  the  sheriff,  directing  him  to  make  the  admeasurement  finally.  It 
is  not  made  returnable,  and  the  parties  may  plead  before  him  if 
they  think  proper.  The  plaintiff,  however,  may,  without  showing 
any  cause,  and  the  defendant  may,  upon  showing  cause,  remove 
the  writ  into  the  court  of  common  pleas,  as  in  a  replevin  ;  and  then 
process  will  issue  out  of  that  court,  viz. :  a  summons,  attachment, 
distringas,  &c.  In  such  cases,  the  sheriff  can  not  make  admeasure- 
ment, but  he  ought  to  extend  all  the  lands  particularly,  and  make 
a  return  to  the  court  of  common  pleas,  upon  which  the  judges  will 
make  the  admeasurement.^ 


1  Gilb.  Uses,  379.    See,  also,  Fitzb.  N.  6.  148. 

'  This  means  guardian  in  chivalry.    Bjr  the  old  law  the  gaardian  in  socage  could 
not  assign  dower.    Ante,  ch.  iy.,  {{  6,  12 ;  Park,  Dow.  274,  note, 
s  Quofrcj  7  Ed.  TI.,  Admeasurement,  13.  *  Park,  Dow.  273-4. 

ft  Filzh.  N.  B.  148,  G.  IT. ;  1  Ropc-r,  II.  &  W  403.     See,  also,  Gilb.  Dow.  3S5. 


CH.   XXYIII.]  fiXCBSSIVE  ASSIGNMENT.  705 

4.  Where  the  lands  lie  in  different  counties,  there  must  be  several 
writs  for  each  county,  and  inquests  held  in  each,  and  the  writs  are 
made  returnable  before  the  judges,  who,  after  comparing  the  various 
returns,  adjudge  the  quantity  of  land  to  be  returned  to  the  heir.^ 

5.  The  books  differ  in  regard  to  the  time  when  the  heir  is  entitled 
to  issue  the  writ ;  some  of  them  stating  that  he  can  not  have  it ' 
before  he  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  ;^  while  others  mention 
that  he  is  entitled  to  it  during  his  minority;'  *'  but  reason  and  prin- 
ciple," says  Mr.  Boper,^  ^'seem  to  be  in  favor  of  the  law  as  laid 
down  by  Fitzherbert  in  his  book  last  referred  to  in  the  notes,  that 
the  heir  is  entitled  to  the  writ  during  his  non-age." 

6.  But  an  infant  heir  who  has  assigned  too  large  a  portion  of 
lands  for  dower,  can  not  defeat  the  assignment  by  entry  upon 
attaining  twenty-one,  because  the  widow  being  entitled  to  dower, 
the  assignment  is  good  in  part,  and  can  only  be  defeated  quoad  the 
excess,  which  is  uncertain  previous  to  the  admeasurement.^ 

Exee»%ive  assignment  by  the  sheriff  or  commissioners. 

7.  If  the  sheriff  assign  dower  contrary  to  common  right,^  when 
it  might  havo  been  assigned  regularly,  it  seems  that  this  is  error  in 
the  execution,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  tenant  as 
such.^  And  if  the  assignment  be  of  lands  not  comprised  in  the 
judgment,  they  may  be  recovered  back  in  an  ejectment ;  for  what- 
ever is  included  in  the  sheriffs  return,  and  not  authorized  by  the 
judgment,  to  that  extent  the  execution  is  void.^ 

8.  It  is  said  by  Doddridge,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Howard  v,  Mans- 
field,^ that  if  the  sheriff  commit  error  by  assigning  a  larger  part 
than  he  ought,  a  writ  of  admeasurement  lies,  but  not  error,  inas- 
much as  the  judgment  and  award  of  execution  are  good.  It  is, 
however,  very  doubtful  whether  the  writ  of  admeasurement  can  be 
resorted  to  in  this  instance ;  and  Mr.  Park  expresses  the  opinion 

1  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.,  by  Jacob,  408,  note.     See  Oilb.  Dov.  382. 
'  Go.  Litt  39  a. ;  2  lost.  367.    See,  also,  qaotation  from  Qilbert,  ante,  {  2. 
»  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149  B.  *  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  408. 

B  Oilb.  Dow.  388  ]  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  408 ;  McGormick  v.  Taylor,  2  Carter  (Ind.), 
336. 

•  Ante,  ch.  iv.,  JJ  22-35. 

V  Styles,  276,  in  Booth  v.  Lambert;  Park,  Dow.  271.  As  to  error  in  the  return, 
see  Howard  v.  Mansfield,  Palm.  264. 

«  2  Ld.  Rayra.  1293-1295;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  406. 

*  Howard  v.  Mansfield,  Palm.  266. 
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that  no  precedent  for  it  is  to  be  fodnd.^  But  according  to  the 
practice  at  common  law,  if  the  sheriff  assign  more  than  a  third  part 
of  the  lands  for  dower,  the  heir  or  tenant  may  bring  a  9cire  fadoi 
for  an  assignment  de  novo? 

9.  We  have  seen'  that  if  an  infant  heir  assign  to  the  widow  more 
than  her  just  proportion  of  the  lands,  he  maj  have  relief  upon  the 
writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower.  But  Mr.  Roper  states/  that  if 
the  assignment  hfid  been  made  under  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
law,  a  writ  of  admeasurement  would  not  lie  for  the  heir  at  his  age 
of  twenty-one,  since  it  is  presumed,  from  his  being  an  infant  when 
the  assignment  was  made,  the  court  took  care  of  his  interest.  It 
seems,  however,  that  the  heir  may  bring  a  Bcire  facia»^  as  in  other 
cases,  or  he  would  be  without  remedy.^ 

10.  It  seems,  also,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  entertain  a  bill  for 
relief  against  a  partial  assignment  of  dower  by  the  sheriff,  and  that 
that  court  may  direct  a  new  writ  of  seizin  to  the  sheriff,  and  even 
order  him  to  divide  the  lands  into  three  parts,  and  to  choose  by 
lot.^  In  the  particular  case  from  which  this  doctrine  is  gleaned, 
the  assignment  was  charged  to  have  been  fraudulently  made ;  and 
besides  the  excess  of  value,  it  appeared  that  the  father  of  the  dow- 
ress  was  the  only  person  that,  on  behalf  of  the  infant  children, 
defended  the  writ  of  dower,  and  appeared  to  see  the  same  set  out, 
which  was  relied  on  as  looking  like  collusion.  The  case  of  Sneyd 
V,  Sneyd,^  affords  another  instance  of  an  assignment  by  the  sheriff 
being  set  aside  in  a  court  of  equity  on  a  bill  charging  partiality  and 
excess.^ 

11.  Mr.  Jacob  has  the  following  observations  upon  this  mode  of 
obtaining  relief:^  "As  dower  is  now  rarely  sued  for  at  law,  cases 
of  this  kind  are  not  likely  to  occur,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether 
courts  of  equity  would  at  present  entertain  this  jurisdiction,  if  it 
appeared  that  the  party  aggrieved  might  have  adequate  redress  in 
the  court  of  law  under  whose  authority  the  sheriff  acted.  In 
Stratford  v.  Twynam,^^  the  master  of  the  rolls  was  of  opinion  that 

1  Park,  Dow.  271. 

>  Gilb.  Dow.  389 ;  Palm.  266 ;  Bro.  Dow.  fo.  255  b.,  pi.  83  ;  Bro.  Exteot,  pL  13 ; 
Fitzh.  N.  B.  148,  note  (b)  \  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  406,  409 ;  Park,  Dow.  271. 
s  Ante,  2  2. 

^  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  409.    See  the  comments  of  Mr.  Jacob,  Ibid.  note. 
»  Gilb.  Dow.  389 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  409. 

«  Hoby  r.  Hoby,  1  Vern.  218  ;  2  Ch.  Ca,  160.  »  Sneyd  v,  Sneyd,  I  Atk.  442. 

«  Park,  Dow.  272  j  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  406.  •  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  406,  note, 

w  Feb.  16,  1822. 


under  an  execution,  but  that  the  proper  course  was  to  apply  to  the 
court  of  law  from  which  the  process  issued."  ' 

12.  The  practice  in  the  United  States,  it  is  believed,  conforms 
to  the  mode  of  procedure  indicated  by  Mr.  Jacob  in  the  above  quo- 
tation. The  remedy  for  a  partial  or  excessive  allotment  of  dower 
may  be  furnished  by  the  court  in  which  the  proceedings  are  had; 
and  the  proper  time  to  raise  an  objection  to  the  manner  or  extent 
of  the  assignment,  is  when  the  return  is  made  to  the  court.'  In  a 
case  in  South  Carolina,  in  wljich  it  appeared  from  the  return  of 
the  commissioners  that  tbey  had  set  off  to  the  widow  more  than 
one-third  of  the  land,  the  court  treated  their  action  as  irregular 
and  set  aside  the  proceedlnga.^  The  following  is  stated  as  the  rule 
in  North  Carolina:^  "The  Act  of  1784  has  not  indicated  the  remedy 
for  an  illegal  or  excessive  allotment  of  dower;  but  the  usages  of 

>  Cbaptnan  v.  8chraed«r,  10  Qw.  331 ;  Stioer  v.  Canthorne,  4  Der.  Jc  6.  Law, 
501 ;  Eagles  v.  Baglee,  2  Ha;.  181 ;  HairkinB  v.  Hall,  2  Ba;,  44S ;  WlllUma  v.  Lan- 
nean,  4  Slrob.  2T ;  Dauglau  v.  McDill,  1  Speara,  139  ;  UiUaon  v.  Uarshall,  b  Ricb. 
Eq.  2!i4;  Payne  v.  Pajne,  Dudley,  Eq.  124;  Hejnard  v.  Oathbert,  2  Con.  Court 
(Treadw,),  626;  B.C.  3  Brev.  482;  McCormick  u,  Taylor,  5  Ind.  436;  Beatj  ». 
Hearet,  1  McMnllan,  31  ;  Lo;d  v.  Malone,  23  HI.  43  ;  Shiru  D.  Shirtz,  5  Watts,  255, 
259;  Beaner  V.  Brans,  3  Peon.  456,  457.  Tlie  evidence  of  commissioDGra  to  assigD 
dower  ma;  be  beard  in  impeacbment  of  tbeir  aasignment.  McCormick  v.  T&jlor, 
5  Ind.  436.  They  mast  be  sworn,  and  ibe  etatement  of  tbat  faut,  and  tbe  oath  tbey 
took,  should  accompany  their  report.  Loyd  v.  Ualone,  23  111,  43.  Where  the  return 
is  perfect,  and  exactly  in  conformity  to  legal  ruiea,  and  ia  rerliifd  by  the  oatb  of  nit 
the  comroigBioners,  it  le  entitled  to  fu*  credit,  rntber  than  the  ez  parie  affidavit  of 
two  of  tbem.  Beaiy  e.  Hearst,  1  McMuUaa,  31.  In  Ohio,  it  has  been  held,  not  to 
be  error  on  tbe  part  of  the  commisaionera  to  refuse  to  permit  tbe  parties  to  examtaa 
witnesses  before  them  as  to  the  condition  of  tbe  properly  at  the  time  tbe  husband 
parted  with  the  Utie.  Rumsej  i'.  Glaze,  (not  reported,)  Sup.  Court  of  Ohio,  Dec. 
lerm,  1863.  Ad  iostmction  to  commi^jsioners  appointed  to  assign  dower,  to  set  off 
the  same  by  metes  and  hounds,  will  be  presumed  to  be  right  where  the  record  does 
out  contain  the  evidence.  Throp  v.  Johnson,  3  Ind.  343.  After  judgment  obtained 
and  execatioa  issued  for  the  amount  asaeesed  in  lieti  of  dower,  if  it  appear,  on 
raOtiOD,  that  the  respondent  bad  been  ierved  with  a  copy  of  a  different  Bummous 
from  that  on  wbicb  the  eubseqaent  proceedinga  were  baaed,  tbe  court  will  order 
tbe  execution,  the  judgment,  and  all  tbe  other  proceedings  to  be  set  aside,  Williams 
V.  Lannsau,  4  Strob.  2T.  In  proceedings  ia  partition,  the  objection  that  two  of  tbe 
heirs,  who  are  infants,  bare  no  part  of  tbe  inheritance  given  to  tbem  until  afler  tbe 
death  of  their  mother,  the  parts  allotted  to  them  being  incumbered  with  her  dower 
for  life,  is  fatal  to  the  return  of  the  commissioners.  Wilhelm  v.  Wilhelm,  4  Md. 
Gh-  Dec.  330.  The  legality  of  the  proceedings  can  not  be  contested  by  one  baviaf 
BO  interest  to  be  affected  thereby.     RawsoD  v.  Clark,  38  He.  323. 

■  Hawkins  v.  HaU,  2  Bay,  449. 

■  Stiaer  v.  Uawthoroe,  4  Dev.  k  Bat  L.  501 ;  Baglea  v.  Bnglea,  2  Hay,  IBl. 
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our  courts  have  defined  it,  to  wit,  that  when  the  report  of  the  jury 
is  returned,  exceptions  may  be  thereunto  taken  by  any  one  thereby 
aggrieved,  and  the  court  will  set  aside  the  allotment,  and  order  a 
new  allotment,  if  sufficient  cause  be  shpwn.  And  if  a  judgment  be 
pronounced,  overruling  such  exceptions,  the  party  may  appeal, 
which  will  not  disturb  the  judgment  that  the  widow  recover  her 
dower,  nor  vacate  anything  that  has  been  done  in  execution  of  that 
judgment;  but  will  only  carry  up  the  proceedings  instituted  to  set 
aside  the  inquisition  of  the  jury."  In  Georgia,  the  Act  of  1824* 
provides,  that  when  the  return  is  made,  the  persons  interested  may 
show  probable  matter  in  bar  of  the  confirmation  of  the  assignment, 
or  that  the  applicant  is  not  entitled  to  so  much  as  has  been  assigned, 
in  which  case  the  court  shall  permit  an  issue  to  be  made  up  and 
tried  by  a  special  jury.* 

13.  But  circumstances  may  occur  long  after  the  original  proceed- 
ings have  terminated,  which  render  it  just  and  proper  that  an  assign- 
ment de  novo  should  be  ordered  in  behalf  of  the  tenant,  and  in  such 
cases  a  court  of  equity  will  afibrd  relief.  An  example  of  this  is 
furnished  by  the  case  of  Singleton  v.  Singleton.'  There,  some 
years  after  dower  had  been  set  out  to  the  widow,  a  recovery  was 
had  against  the  heirs  by  the  holder  of  a  paramount  title,  which 
deprived  them  of  a  large  portion  of  the  tract  of  which  the  widow 
had  been  endowed.  This  loss  fell  entirely  on  the  part  reserved  to 
the  heirs ;  and  there  was,  moreover,  a  decree  against  the  estate  for 
several  thousand  dollars,  for  deterioration  of  soil  and  the  rents  and 
profits.  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  regarded  it  as  a  clear 
principle  of  equity,  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  retain  as 
her  dower  one- third  of  the  entire  tract,  after  a  fourth  or  a  third  of 
it  had  been  lost.  "It  would  be  just  as  reasonable,"  they  said,  "to 
suppose  that  she  would  be  entitled  to  retain  one-third  of  the  whole 
after  the  remaining  two-thirds  had  been  lost  by  an  adverse  claim. 
The  heirs,  as  between  them  and  the  widow,  are  as  much  entitled  to 
two-thirds  of  the  land  of  which  the  ancestor  died  seized,  as  the 
widow  is  to  one-third."  And  they  added:  "As  the  heirs  were 
made  liable  for  rents  upon  the  lost  land  during  the  whole  time  it 
was  held  by  or  for  them, — that  is,  from  the  close  of  the  year  1815, 
when  the  widow's  dower  was  assigned,  the  case  is,  in  effect,  as  if 
they  had  not  had  the  use  of  the  lost  land  at  all ;  and  as  to  them,  it 

1  Act  of  1824, 1  4;  Prince,  459.  >  Chapman  v.  Schroeder,  10  Qto.  321,  326. 

'  Singleton  v.  SingletoUi  5  Dana,  87. 
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may  be  considered  as  lost  before  the  assignment  of  dower ;  while 
t;lie  widow  has  enjoyed  the  issaes  and  profits  of  one-third  of  the 
"^hole  tract  during  the  entire  period.  To  remedy  this  inequality, 
Inhere  should  have  been  a  re-assignment  or  re-admeasurement  of 
dower,  giving  to  the  dowress  one-third  of  the  tract  exclusive  of  the 
lost  land.  And  the  dowress  and  her  successive  husbands,  who 
Lave  enjoyed  the  dower  land  in  her  right,  should  be  held  account- 
able to  the  heirs,  as  trustees,  for  the  reasonable  annual  value  during 
the  respective  periods  of  their  enjoyment  of  the  excess  of  the  dower 
as  originally  assigned,  beyond  the  proper  quantity  ascertained  upon 
the  re-admeasurement.''  It  was  further  held,  that  the  account  for 
rents  upon  the  excess  should  not  be  charged  with  interest,  but 
should  be  credited  with  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  assessment  of 
such  improvements  as  had  been  made  by  or  for  the  widow  during 
the  periods  to  which  the  accounts  respectively  applied. 

14.  It  has  been  suggested,  also,  that  equitable  relief  may  be  had 
in  a  proper  case,  where  the  assignment  was  of  the  rents  and  profits. 
"It  seems,"  remarked  the  court  in  Gove  v.  Gather,*  "that  after  a 
decree  allowing  the  widow  a  yearly  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  the  allow- 
ance may  be  changed  upon  filing* a  bill,  if  the  income  of  the  pro- 
perty be  materially  enhanced  or  lessened.'* 

15.  In  Missouri,  any  person  not  made  a  party  to  a  proceeding 
for  dower  and  duly  notified  of  its  pendency,  and  who  has  not 
appeared  in  the  action,  (except  such  as  claim  under  parties  who 
were  notified  or  appeared,  by  title  derived  after  the  suit,)  may  have 
an  action  against  the  widow  to  admeasure  the  dower.  A  petition 
is  to  be  filed,  stating  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in 
the  lands  in  which  it  was  assigned,  or  that  it  was  unduly  assigned, 
and  setting  up  title  in  the  plaintiff.  A  summons  is  to  be  issued 
and  served  on  the  widow,  who  may  appear  and  deny  the  title  of 
the  demandant,  and  show  her  right  of  dower,  and  that  it  was  pro- 
perly and  duly  assigned  according  to  law.  If  it  be  found  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  good  title  to  the  premises,  or  that  the  widow  is 
entitled  to  dower,  and  that  the  same  has  been  assigned  according 
to  her  right,  judgment  will  be  rendered  allowing  her  to  retain  her 
dower ;  but  if  it  be  found  that  the  plaintiff  has  good  title  to  the 
lands,  and  that  the  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower,  he  will  have 
judgment  of  seizin.   If,  upon  proof  of  title  in  the  plaintiff,  it  appear 

1  Gove  V.  Gather,  23  111.  634. 
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that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower,  but  that  the  same  has  not  been 
duly  assigned,  a  new  assignment  will  be  ordered.  If  the  action  is 
brought  by  a  guardian,  and  judgment  is  obtained  by  the  widow  by 
collusion,  his  ward  will  not  be  bound  thereby,  but  may  have  his 
action  within  three  years  after  he  comes  of  age.*  These  proTisions 
of  the  Missouri  statute  have  been  adopted  in  Kansas.^  So,  in  New 
Jersey,  a  guardian  may  resort  to  a  writ  of  admeasurement,  and  if 
a  collusive  judgment  be  rendered,  the  heir,  when  he  comes  of  full 
age,  may  have  the  dower  admeasured  as  it  ought  to  be  by  law.' 

Compensation   to  the  widow  for  improvements  where   dower  it 
admeasured  on  account  of  an  excessive  assignment. 

16.  If  the  lands  assigned  by  the  infant  heir  exceed  one-third  of 
the  whole,  and  they  become  more  valuable  than  the  remainder  by 
improvements  made  by  the  widow,  it  is  said  that  a  writ  of  admeasure- 
ment will  not  lie,  on  account  of  such  improvements,^  as  that  would 
be  unjust,  since  she  may  have  been  induced  to  make  them  under  a 
presumption  that  the  assignment  was  proper.  But  there  seems  t^ 
be  no  objection  to  the  admeasurejnent  of  the  lands  assigned,  and  to 
the  heir  taking  the  overplus,  upon  allowing  for  the  value  of  the 
improvements  of  the  excess  of  the  lands  assigned.  Thus,  if  the 
assignment  were  of  four  acres,  when  the  number  should  have  been 
three,  the  heir  might  take  back  the  fourth  upon  the  admeasurement, 
and  make  compensation  to  the  widow  for  the  value  of  its  improve- 
ments.* 

17.  It  is  also  said  to  be  doubtful  whether,  if  an  open  mine  of 
coals  or  lead  were  in  the  share  assigned  by  the  infant  heir,  so  as 
to  render  the  widow's  third  of  greater  value  than  the  remaining 
two-thirds,  a  writ  of  admeasurement  would  lie.®  Upon  this  point, 
Mr.  Roper  remarks:^  ^^It  is  presumed,  however,  attending  to  what 
has  been  observed  on  the  assignment  of  mines  and  minerals  in  a 
preceding  page,^  and  the  necessity  of  estimating  the  yearly  value 
of  them  as  part  of  the  value  of  the  whole  estate,  that  if  no  estimate 
of  the  mine  in  question  had  been  made,  there  could  be  no  objection 
to  the  heir's  title  to  the  writ  of  admeasurement  to  rectifv  the  mis- 
take,  and  to  reduce  the  widow's  assignment." 


1  1  Rev.  Stat.  Misso    1855,  pp.  677-8,  §§  40-44,  46. 

^  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  1862,  pp.  483-4,  JJ  30-33,  35. 

8  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  210,  {J  7-9.     ♦  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149  (C.)     »  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  409. 

«  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149  (C.)  ^  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  410.  «  Ibid.  396. 
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Eviction  from  dower  assigned  according  to  common  right. 

1.  Every  assignment  of  dower  according  to  common  right,^  by  the 
heir,  or  by  the  sheriff  on  a  recovery  against  the  heir,*  implies  a 
warranty ;  but  this  warranty  is  special,  namely,»that  the  tenant  in 
dower  being  impleaded  by  one  who  has  title  paramount,  shall  vouch, 
and  recover  in  value,  not  according  to  that  which  she  hath  lost, 
but  a  third  part  of  the  two  remaining  parts  of  the  land  whereof 
she  is  dowable.'  And  if  it  is  but  a  particular  estate  which  is 
recovered  against  the  dowress,  and  which  determines  in  her  life- 
time, she  may  re-enter  into  her  original  dower,  and  then  it  seems 
the  heir  may  enter  into  the  second  dower,  for  she  shall  not  have 
both.* 

2.  The  old  books  are  at  variance  whether  this  implied  warranty 
arises  only  in  respect  of  the  privity  between  the  dowress  and  the 
heir,  or  extends  also  to  an  assignment  by  the  alienee  of  the  hus- 
band or  of  the  heir.  In  one  case  it  is  said  that  a  widow  endowed 
by  the  vendee  of  the  husband  may  vouch  the  vendee,  for  cause  of 
her  endowment,  and  the  reversion  in  him/  But  Mr.  Park  is  of 
opinion  that  the  current  of  authority  is  against  this  view/  In  Bed- 
ingfield's  case,^  it  is  said :  '^  There  is  a  greater  privity  when  a  wife 

I  See  ante,  ch.  iv.,  |  16.  '  See  ante,  ch.  xzi. 

'  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  79;  Go.  Litt.  384  b.;  Fitzh.  N.  B.  149  (M.)  ;  4  Go.  122  a.;  Perlc. 
22  418-20 ;  9  Yin.  Abr.  264 ;  1  Roll.  Abr.  684,  pi.  25 ;  Gilb.  Dow.  424;  French  v.  Pratt, 
27  Me.  381 ;  French  v.  Peters,  33  Me.  396;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314.  Bat  see 
9  Go.  17  b.,  where  it  is  said  that  she  shall  be  newly  endowed  of  other  lands  which  the 
heir  has,  generally.     Park,  Dow.  276. 

*  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  79.  «  2  Roll.  Abr.  743. 

•  Park,  Dow.  275.  t  Bedingfield's  case,  9  Go.  17  b. 
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is  endowed  of  the  immediate  estate  which  her  husband's  heir  has 
by  descent,  than  when  she  is  endowed  by  a  stranger,  or  of  another 
estate ;  for  if  the  wife  be  endowed  of  the  immediate  estate,  descended 
to  her  husband's  heir,  if  she  be  after  impleaded,  she  shall  yoach 
the  heir,  and  shall  be  newly  endowed  of  other  lands  which  the 
heir  has ;  but  if  the  wife  be  endowed  by  the  husband's  or  heir's 
alienee,  if  she  be  impleaded,  she  shall  not  vouch  the  alienee  to  be 
newly  endowed ;  and  that  is  the  reason  that  when  a  woman  brings 
a  writ  of  dower  against  the  alienee  of  the  husband,  &c.,.and  he 
vouches  the  heir,  the  demandant  may  witness  that  the  heir  has 
lands  descended  to  him  in  the  same  county,  (for  the  original  doth 
not  extend  to  another  county),  and  pray  that  she  may  be  endowed 
of  his  estate,  and  that  is  for  the  benefit  of  her  voucher  to  be  newly 
endowed.  Vide  in  4  E.  III.,  86  b.,  and  6  E.  III.,  11  a.,  b.  The 
tenant  in  a  writ  of  dower  vouched  the  heir  of  the  husband,  and  the 
demandant  testified  that  he  by  descent,  &c.,  in  the  same  county ; 
and  judgment  was^iven  against  the  heir  if  he  had,  and  if  not  against 
the  tenant.^  In  6  E.  III.,  20  b.,  the  wife  of  a  stranger  brought  a 
writ  of  dower,  and  the  tenant  vouched  the  heir,*  &;c.,  the  demand- 
ant shall  not  recover  against  the  heir,  because  there  wants  privity. 
In  18  E.  III.,  86  b.,  in  dower,  the  tenant  vouched,  and  the  vouchee 
vouched  the  heir  of  the  husband  of  the  demandant ;  the  demandant 
testified  that  the  heir  had  assets  by  descent  in  the  same  county ;  the 
demandant  shall  not  recover  against  the  heir,  but  against  the  ten- 
ant only,  for  there  is  not  immediate  privity  betwixt  the  demandant 
and  the  heir,  for  the  demandant  shall  recover  against  the  heir  only 
when  the  tenant  in  demesne  vouches  him.  Vide  Regist.  Judic.  15 ; 
16  E.  III.,  Dow.  66 ;  8  EI.  Dy.  202.'"  It  seems,  however,  that  if 
a  woman  is  endowed  by  a  disseizor,  she  shall  have  the  warranty.^ 
8.  The  rule  of  the  common  law  that  a  widow  who  has  been  evicted 
of  her  dower  may  be  endowed  anew  of  the  remaining  lands  of  her 
husband,  is  generally  recognized  in  the  United  States.^  In  an 
early  case*  in  Massachusetts,  the  court  said :  ^^  It  appears  moreover 


1  ^  Roll.  Abr.  151 ;  Dy.  202,  pi.  71 ;  Winch,  81,  S8  ;  Hntt  71,  72. 
>  Quctre,  what  heir?  Park,  Dow.  276,  note.  *  See  4  Kent,  69. 

«  Fitzh.  N.  B,  149,  note ;  Park,  Dow.  277. 

*  Scott  V.  Hancock,  13  Mass.  162,  168;  HoUoman  o.  HoUoman,  5  Smedes  &  Manh. 
669  ;  Mantz  v.  Buchanan,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  202 ;  French  v,  Pratt,  27  Me.  381 ;  French 
V.  Peters,  33  Me.  396  ;  St.  Clair  v,  Williams,  7  Ohio,  pt  2, 110. 

*  Scott  V,  Hancock,  13  Mass.  162, 168. 
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that  this  mortgage  was  made  by  the  intestate  before  his  marriage 
with  the  petitioner,  and  this  recovery  again3t  her  by  the  mortgagee 
is  a  lawful  eviction  of  her  dower.  In  such  a  case  she  is  entitled  to 
be  endowed  anew,  and  she  will  then  receive  the  full  third  part  of 
all  the  real  estate  of  her  husband  of  which  she  was  by  law  dow- 
able."  So  in  Mississippi.  ^^  Where  dower  in  property  is  allotted 
to  the  widow,*'  said  the  court  of  that  State,  '^  and  she  fail  to  receive 
it  or  be  evicted,  her  part  must  be  again  allotted,  or  compensation 
awarded  her  out  of  the  estate."^  This  doctrine  has  been  embodied 
in  the  statutes  of  Massachusetts,'  Maine,^  Vermont,^  Michigan,* 
Wisconsin,'  Minnesota,^  and  Oregon.^  And  this  is  the  only  remedy 
provided  for  the  widow  in  such  cases.  She  can  not  maintain  an 
action  upon  the  covenant  of  warranty  to  her  husband.^  The  fol- 
lowing 18  the  reasoning  of  the  court  upon  this  point  in  the  case 
cited :  '^  It  is  no  subject  of  doubt,  that  an  assignee  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  all  covenants  running  with  the  land.^^  Nor  is  it  doubted, 
where  a  covenant  running  with  the  land  is  divisible  in  its  nature, 
as  if  the  entire  interest  of  separate  parts  of  land  pass  to  different 
individuals,  that  a  tight  of  action  accrues  to  each  party  to  recover 
his  proportion  of  the  warranty .^^  But  a  plain  distinction  is  made 
between  the  holder  of  a  part  of  the  land,  and  the  holder  of  a  part 
of  the  estate ;  the  former  may  vouch  as  assignee,  or  bring  warrari' 
tia  chartas  ;  the  latter  has  the  benefit  of  the  warranty  by  aid  prayer, 
or  by  the  voucher  of  *him  who  holds  the  remainder.^'  The  same 
distinction  is  carried  into  the  modern  action  of  covenant.  The 
aastffneey  upon  whom  is  cast  the  benefit  or  the  obligation  of 
covenants,  is  he  who  holds  the  whole  estate  or  term.^  These  prin- 
ciples settle  the  present  suit.  The  plaintiff  could  not  vouch  as 
assignee,  nor  have  toarrantia  chartas  under  the  ancient  law,  nor 
can  she  sustain  an  action  of  covenant,  because  she  does  not  hold 
the  whole  estate.  The  right  of  action  on  the  warranty  passes  to 
the  heirs,  and  her  remedy  is  by  a  new  assignment  of  dower." 


1  Holloman  v.  Holloman,  6  SmedeB  k  Manh.  559. 

s  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  p.  470,  {  13.  •  Re7.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  606,  |  13. 

«  Oen.  Sut.  Verm,  p  413,  {11.  >  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  p.  853,  2  20. 

•  Rev.  Sut.  Wis.  1858,  p.  548,  {  20.        ^  stat  Minn.  1858,  p.  409,  {  20. 
B  Stat  Oregon,  1855,  p.  407,  {  20. 

•  St  Glair  v,  Williams,  7  Ohio,  pt  2,  110.  ^  3  Ohio,  219;  5  Ohio,  156. 
"  1  Paige,  455  ;  2  Paige,  78 ;  Shep.  Touch.  199;  Go.  Litt  385  b.,  386  a. 

"  Go.  Litt  385  a. ;  4  Dane,  51 ;  Wood's  Gonvey.  373.     »  Dong.  183  ;  1  East,  502. 
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Eviction  where  the  assignment  was  contrary  to  common  right. 

4.  If  the  widow  accept  an  assignment  by  the  tenant  contrary 
to  common  right,  she  takes  the  estate  set  apart  to  her  subject  to 
the  charges  and  incumbrances  existing  thereon;^  and  if  she  be 
evicted  therefrom,  she  is  not  entitled  to  be  endowed  anew  of  other 
lands  of  the  husband.*  "The  law,**  observes  Mr-  Roper,'  "  carries 
back  the  title  of  the  widow  to  the  husband's  first  seizin,  in  instancy 
only  where  dower  is  accepted  and  assigned  according  to  its  own 
form  and  rule ;  but  when  a  different  form  and  rule  are  adopted  by 
the  consent  of  the  widow,  she  claims  in  the  nature  of  a  purchaser, 
so  that  her  estate  commences  from  the  assignment,  and  without 
relation  to  any  antecedent  period ;  for  which  reason  she  takes  it 
with  all  the  incumbrances  affecting  it  in  the  possession  of  her  hus- 
band, and  it  was  her  own  folly  to  accept  of  such  an  assignment." 

5.  An  exception  to  this  rule  occurs  when  the  endowment  is  not 
made  by  the  heir  in  pais^  but  dower  is  assigned  by  the  sheriff  upon 
a  judgment  obtained  by  the  widow  in  a  writ  of  dower,  in  the  mak- 
ing of  which  assignment  he  has  not  followed  the  directions  of  the 
common  law  in  delivering  to  her  seizin  of  one-third  part  of  each 
kind  of  her  husband's  property  to  which  her  right  of  dower  attached. 
In  this  case  her  acceptance,  and  acquiescence  under  the  assignment 
will  not  debar  her  of  any  of  the  privileges  which  she  would  have 
been  entitled  to  if  her  dower  had  been  assigned  in  the  form  and 
manner  which  the  common  law  requires.  The  assignment  having 
been  made  under  the  authority  of  a  court,  it  is  to  be  considered  as 
a  legal  and  proper  one  while  it  remains  uncorrected ;  and  it  there- 
fore entitles  the  widow  to  the  same  advantages  as  if  the  assignment 
had  been  made  of  common  right.^ 

6.  Cases  have  arisen  in  the  United  States  involving  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule  of  the  common  law  under  consideration.  In  Jones 
V.  Brewer,^  one  parcel  of  the  husband's  lands  had  been,  by  agree- 
ment under  seal  between  the  guardian  of  the  heirs  and  the  widow, 

1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxix.,  J  7  ;  post,  ch.  xxz.,  J  8  ;  Park,  Dow.  242. 

2  Co.  Liu.  173  a.,  32  b. ;  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  412  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P  ,  2d  ed.,  224,  240; 
Jotfes  V.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314 ;  French  v,  Pratt,  27  Me.  381  ;  French  v.  Peters,  33  Me. 
396.     See  post,  J  9. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  &  W.  412. 

*  1  Roll.  Abr.  684,  pi,  50  ;  Perk.  J  330 ;  Park,  Dow.  242  j  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  393, 
413-14.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  xxix.,  §  7. 
B  Jones  V.  Brewer,  1  Pick.  314. 
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assigDed  to,  and  accepted  by  her  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  dower. 
The  lands  assigned  proved  to  be  under  mortgage.  It  was  held,  that 
this  was  an  assignment  against  common  right,  and  that  the  widow 
was  barred  by  it,  as  against  an  innocent  purchaser  of  other  lands 
of  the  husband.  ^^  This,"  said  the  court,  ^'  was  an  assignment 
against  common  right.  An  example  of  such  an  assignment  in  the 
books  is  where  the  heir,  on  the  acceptance  of  the  widow,  assigns 
$ne  manor  in  lieu  of  a  third  part  of  each  of  three  manors.  It  is  a 
principle  in  such  cases,  that  she  takes  subject  to  all  incumbrances 
by  the  husband.  Co.  Litt.  82  a.,  and  note  197.  If  the  estate 
assigned  turns  out  to  be  more  valuable  than  a  third,  she  may  still 
hold  it ;  and  on  the  contrary,  if  it  proves  less  valuable,  she  must 
bear  the  loss.  The  important  point  in  every  case  of  that  kind  is, 
that  the  widow  has  accepted  what  could  not  have  been  lawfully 
assigned  to  her  against  her  will.  It  is  a  voluntary  release  of  a  legal 
right  for  something  supposed  to  be  equivalent  or  more.  The  release 
shall  stand,  though  the  consideration  fails.  It  is  manifest  that  it 
would  be  highly  injurious  to  the  public,  if  an  innocent  purchaser 
should  not  be  protected  in  such  a  case." 

7.  In  Maine,  this  doctrine  has  been  applied  to  a  case^  where 
dower  was  assigned  under  proceedings  taken  in  the  probate  court. 
The  assignment  by  the  commissioners  was  of  certain  entire  lots, 
instead  of  one-third  of  each,  and  included  a  parcel  incumbered  by 
mortgage  in  the  execution  of  which  the  husband  and  wife  had 
joined.  The  report  of  the  commissioners  was  accepted  without 
objection,  and  the  widow  entered  into  the  actual  possession  of  the 
estate  assigned  to  her,  and  subsequently  conveyed  her  interest  in 
a  part  of  the  premises  so  set  off.  The  remainder  of  the  estate  was 
sold  by  the  administrator  for  the  payment  of  debts.  Several  years 
afterwards  the  mortgage  was  foreclosed  and  the  widow  evicted  from 
the  parcel  covered  by  it ;  but  she  continued  in  the  enjoyment  of  the 
other  portions  of  the  estate  assigned  to  her.  It  was  decided,  that 
under  these  circumstances  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  be  endowed 
anew.  ''It  is  not  denied  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,"  said  the  court, 
''that  if  the  heir  should  assign  as  dowier  an  entire  parcel  of  land  in 
lieu  of  one-third  of  several  parcels,  and  the  dowress  should  a^ept 
the  same  so  as  to  bind  her,  she  would  take  it  charged  with  the 
incumbrances ;  but  it  is  insisted,  that  when  the  assignment  is  made 
by  authority  of  the  judge  of  probate,  it  is  otherwise ;  that  the  widow 

1  French  v,  Pratt,  21  Me.  381. 
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is  not  at  liberty  to  object  to  an  assignment  made  by  order  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction.^  The  power  of  the  judge  of  probate  does 
not  extend  to  an  assignment  of  dower  in  lands  of  which  the  husband 
was  not  seized  at  the  time  of  his  death;  or  of  lands  of  which  the 
husband  was  so  seized,  when  the  right  to  dower  is  disputed  by  the 
heirs  or  devisees.^  Judge  Jackson,  in  his  treatise  upon  Real 
Actions,  page  827,  in  reference  to  a  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  of 
dower,  Hhat  her  dower  has  been  already  assigned,'  says,  *that  it 
will  vary  in  one  case  from  the  English  forms.  By  our  laws  the 
judge  of  probate  for  the  county  where  the  estate  of  the  husband  is 
settled,  may  cause  the  widow's  dower  to  be  assigned  to  her  by  three 
freeholders  appointed  by  him,  and  such  assignment,  being  duly 
accepted  and  recorded  in  the  probate  office,  is  binding  upon  all 
persons  interested.  This  authority  of  the  probate  court,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, would  be  confined  to  the  real  estate  of  which  the  husband 
died  seized.  The  statutes  contemplate  the  settlement  of  the  estate 
among  the  widow  and  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  deceased.'  It  would 
seem  to  follow,  that  such  assignments  of  dower,  being  made  by  the 
consent  of  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  lands  of  which  the  husband 
died  seized,  it  is  only  another  mode  of  assigning  dower  by  the  heirs 
or  devisees,  and  the  dower  so  assigned  is  subject  to  all  the  incidents 
which  would  attach  to  an  assignment  made  by  them.  If  it  were 
made  'according  to  common  right,'  and  the  dowress  is  evicted,  she 
is  entitled  to  be  endowed  anew;  if  'against  common  right,'  she 
takes  the  land  charged  with  all  incumbrances,  and  is  concluded." 

8.  The  Dower  Act  of  Maine  contains  the  following  provision : 
''If  a  woman  be  lawfully  evicted  of  lands  assigned  to  her  as 
dower,  or  settled  upon  her  as  a  jointure,  or  be  deprived  of  the  pro- 
vision made  for  her  by  will,  or  otherwise,  in  lieu  of  dower,  she 
may  be  endowed  anew,  in  like  manner  as  though  no  such  assign- 
ment or  provision  had  been  made."'  It  was  insisted  in  the  case 
above  cited,  that  the  effect  of  this  statute  was  to  change  the  rule 
of  the  common  law.  But  the  court  came  to  a  contrary  conclusion. 
It  was  further  urged,  that  before  a  widow  can  be  concluded  by  an 
assignment  of  dower  againift  common  right,  she  must  not  only 
accept  the  assignment,  but  must  execute  a  release  of  all  claim  to 
the  residue  of  the  estate.^    This  point  was  also  adjudged  against 

1  Ante,  2  5. 

*  Rev.  Stat.  Me.  ch.  95,  {  3 ;  French  v.  Crosby,  23  Me.  276 ,-  ante,  ch.  viii.,  {  18. 

s  Rev.  Stat.  Me.  ch.  95,  {  14.  *  See  ante,  ch.  iv.,  {{  25-27. 


proceeded  to  remark,  "where  the  assigiinieDt  is  made  by  the  heir, 
and  no  good  reason  is  pointed  out  for  its  neceBsity,  where  dower  is 
assigDed  by  the  judge  of  probate.  According  to  Lord  Coke,  in  the 
previous  citmions,  *where  dower  is  assigoed  by  the  heir,  he  may 
assign  one  manor  in  lieu  of  a  third  of  three  manors,  which  will  be 
good,  if  accepted  by  the  widow.'  In  the  case  of  Jones  and  ni.  v. 
Brewer,'  the  assignment  of  one  entire  parcel,  instead  of  a  third  of 
each  of  several  parcels,  was  made  by  release  instead  of  the  mode 
usually  adopted;  but  it  was  not  upon  that  distinction  that  the  deci- 
sion rests.  The  release  of  the  widow  was  Bo  qualified,  that  it  was 
to  hare  no  other  operation  than  would  the  acceptance  of  the  same 
land  under  a  different  mode  of  assignment.  The  court  say,  *the 
important  point  in  every  case  of  that  kind  is,  that  the  widow  has 
accepted  what  could  not  have  been  lawfully  assigned  to  her  against 
her  will.'  And  when  it  is  said  to  be  a  Toluntary  release  of  a  legal 
right  for  something  supposed  to  be  equivalent  or  more,  it  is  not 
understood  that  she  was  regarded  as  barred  merely  because  she  had 
given  a  written  release  as  evidence  of  the  assignment,  more  than  if 
she  had  accepted  the  assignment  properly  made  without  the  release. 
Before  an  assignment  made  by  commissioners  appointed  by  a  pro- 
bate court  can  have  any  validity,  it  must  be  accepted  by  the  court, 
and  a  decree  thereupon  passed,  and  all  become  matter  of  record. 
Upon  the  question  of  acceptance,  the  heirs  and  the  widow  are  enti- 
tled to  be  heard.  She  may  claim  to  have  the  assignment  made 
'according  to  common  right,'  if  it  bos  not  been  done.  She  can 
object  to  an  assignment  'against  common  right,'  and  there  would 
certainly  be  great  propriety  in  this,  if  the  land  assigned  was  incum- 
bered, and  she  exposed  lo  an  eviction.  If  her  objection  should  not 
prevail,  and  the  report  should  be  accepted,  she  would  have  the 
right  of  appeal,  or  might,  perhaps,  refuse  to  accept  the  assignment, 
and  resort  to  her  remedy  by  a  direct  demand  upon,  and  action 
against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold.  But  if  she  should  interpose  no 
objection  to  the  assignment,  suffer  the  commissioners'  report  to  be 
accepted,  a  judgment  thereon  to  be  recorded,  and  under  that  should 
enter  upon  the  enjoyment  of  the  lands  assigned,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
wherein  she  has  failed  to  accept  the  dower  as  effectually  as  shf 
could  do  by  her  deed.     She  has  become  a  party  to  a  judgment ' 

<  Ante,  J  6. 


carries  into  full  execation." 

9.  In  a  subsequent  case'  in  the  same  court,  the  doctrine  was  laid 
down,  that  when  an  assignment  made  against  commou  right  has 
been  avoided  in  a  portion  of  the  land  assigned,  by  virtue  of  a  fore- 
closed mortgage  given  by  the  husband,  the  widow  is  restored  to  her 
original  right  of  dower  in  such  portion.  The  following  is  the  reason- 
ing upon  which  the  court  proceeded:  "Although  dower  may  be 
assigned  to  a,  widow  in  an  estate  conveyed  hy  her  husband  daring 
coverture  in  mortgage,*  that  assignment  can  not  be  valid  against 
the  title  of  the  mortgagee,  without  an  extinguishment  of  his  mort- 
gage.' When  the  mortgage  is  foreclosed,  his  title  commences  from 
its  date,  and  the  widow  can  have  dower  only  in  that  estate  as  in 
one  conveyed  by  the  husband,  and  can  receive  only  one-third  part 
of  the  rents  and  income ;  and  an  aesignmeDt  by  the  heirs  or  by  the 
probate  court  of  the  whole  estate  as  dower,  U  avoided  by  a  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage.  It  is  insisted,  that  an  acceptance  of  that 
assignment  by  the  widow  is  a  bar  to  an  action  at  law  to  recover  her 
dower,  and  that  it  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of  French  v.  Pratt.* 
That  case  and  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Brewer,^  decide  only,  that  an 
assignment  of  dower  against  common  right  and  an  acceptance  of 
it,  deprive  a  widow  of  her  right  to  dower  in  lands  in  which  dower 
was  not  assigned;  not  in  lands  in  which  doner  was  assigned.  Nor 
are  the  principles  or  authorities  on  which  those  decisions  were 
based  applicable  to  a  case  like  the  present.  The  rule  as  stated  by 
Lord  Coke  is,  that  if  the  heir  endow  the  widow  of  certain  lands,  of 
which  the  husband  died  seized,  in  satisfaction  of  all  dower,  as  well 
in  the  lands  of  his  feoffees  as  in  his  own  lands,  the  several  feoffees 
shall  take  advantage  of  it,  whether  she  be  deprived  of  the  benefit 
of  such  dower  or  not.  This  rule  does  not  affect  the  relation  exist-  ' 
ing  between  the  widow  and  the  owner  of  the  lands  in  which  dower 
has  been  assigned.  If  a  widow  be  endowed  against  common  right 
in  several  tracts  of  land,  one  of  which  had  been  conveyed  in  mort- 
gage, by  the  foreclosure  of  which  she  is  deprived  of  her  dower  in 
that  tract,  the  owner  of  it  can  not  plead  to  an  action  of  dower  com- 
menced hy  her,  that  dower  was  assigned  to  her  in  other  lands,  in 
satisfaction  of  all  dower.     When  thus  denrived  of  a  cart  of  her 
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dower  by  the  act  of  the  mortgagee,  or  his  assignee,  qo  injustice  is 
done  to  him  by  considering  the  assignment  of  dower  so  far  void  as 
to  enable  her  to  recover  her  dower  in  the  premises,  as  she  might 
have  done  if  her  dower  had  been  assigned  according  to  common 
right.  His  estate  is  not  subjected  to  any  greater  burdens  on  account 
of  dower  than  it  might  have  been  had  no  such  assignment  been 
made.  While  no  injustice  is  done  to  either  by  considering  the  par- 
ties after  such  avoidance  of  the  assignment  of  dower,  as  remitted 
to  their  original  rights,  it  appears  to  be  the  only  mode  in  which  the 
rights  of  the  widow  can  be  protected." 

* 
Proceeding  for  new  assignment. 

10.  By  the  ancient  common  law,  when  the  widow  was  sued  by 
one  having  a  superior  title  to  the  lands  assigned  her  as  dower,  she 
was  at  liberty  to  vouch  the  tenant  and  recover  against  him  in  value 
in  the  same  action.^  It  seems,  however,  in  modern  practice,  that 
where  the  widow  is  evicted  of  the  third  part  set  off  to  her  upon  a 
writ  of  seizin  by  the  sheriff,  she  may  resort  to  a  scire  facias  for  a 
new  assignment  in  the  remaining  lands.'  It  is  said  in  a  case  in 
Maine,  that  the  proper  method  of  proceeding,  is  by  action,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  no  assignment  had  been  made ;'  and  this  course 
would  probably  be  sanctioned  by  the  courts  of  most  of  the  American 
States. 


1  Ante,  {1.  >  Stearns,  Real  Act,  p.  321 ;  1  Wasbb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.  241. 

s  French  v.  Pratt,  2*1  Maine,  381,  396-7. 
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Asaiffument  of  dower  vests  the  widow  with  the  immediate  freehold. 

1.  As  soon  as  an  assignment  of  dower  has  been  made  to  the 
widow  by  the  sheriff,  or  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  she  has  exe- 
cuted it  by  entry,  she  becomes  seized  of  the  immediate  freehold,^ 
either  of  the  particular  lands  set  out  in  dower,  if  assigned  by  metes 
and  bounds,  or  of  an  undivided  third  part  of  the  entirety,  if  assigned 
in  common.  All  the  incidents  of  a  freehold  tenure  consequently 
attach  upon  her  tenancy,  and  for  all  purposes  of  title  in  which  the 
concufrence  of  the  freeholder  is  requisite,  or  the  existence  of  a 
particular  estate  of  freehold  is  material  to  the  deduction,  her  ten- 
ancy, to  the  extent  of  the  lands  assigned,  must  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration accordingly.  She  must  therefore  join  in  making  a  tenant 
to  the  precipe,  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  common  recovery, 
otherwise  the  recovery  will  be  void  for  her  third  part ;  and  every 


^  Co.  Litt.  31  a.     And  of  some  things  which  are  entire,  and  can  not  be  divided, 
although  she  shall  be  endowed  of  the  profits  only,  yet  she  shall  have  the  freehold  of 

the  third  pHrt  ;  ns  of  a  mill      Gilh.  Dow.  371,  307. 
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adverse  real  action  must  be  brought  against  her,  as  well  as  against 
the  person  who  has  the  freehold  in  the  remaining  lands  or.  Undivided 
partS)  if  the  entirety  is  sought  to  be  recovered.  .  As  the  owner  of 
a  vested  particular  estate,  she  is  also  capable  of  a  release  in  enlarge-; 
ment  of  her  estate,  from  any  person  competent  in  point  of  title  and 
privity  to  make  that  release ;  and  she  is  of  course  competent  to 
alien  her  own  interest  to  a  stranger  by  any  of  the  modes  of  oon- 
Teyance  available  for  transferring  an  estate  of  freehold.^ 

Mer  estate  takes  effect  hy  relation  from  the  death  of  her  husband. 

2.  Although,  in  point  of  tenure,  a  dowresp  holds  of  the  heir,', 
yet,  in  point  of  title,  she  is  in  of  the  lands  .assigned  to  her,  by  her 
husband,  and  not  by  the  person  making  the  assignment.'  Although 
her  right  of  entry  is  suspended  until  assignment  made,  her  estate 
does  not  take  Its  effect  out  of  the  ownership  of  the  party  assigning, 
but  it  is  considered  as  a  continuation  of  the  estate  of  the  'husband ; 
and  although  the  heir  entered  and  had  an  actual  seizin  between  ^he 
death  of  the  husband  and  the  assignment  of  dower,  yet  that  inter- 
vening seizin  does  not  disturb  the  continuity  of  the  wife's  title,  for, 
as  soon  as  her  dower  is  assigned,  the  law  supposes  her  in  by  rela- 
tion  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  does  away  all  mesne  seizin, 
or  as  Coke  expresses  it,  ''  the  law  adjudgeth  no  mesne  seizin  between 
the  husband  and  the  wife.''^  There  is  not,  in  contemplation  of  the 
law,  any  privity  of  estate  between  the  dowress  and  the  reversioner 
of  the  lands  set  apart  to  her.'^  And  it  is  by  reason  of  this  relation 
to  the  estate  of  her  husband,  that  a  remainder  limited  on  an  estate 
in  dower  (as  where  the  heir  endows  his  mother,  and  at  the  same 

1  Park,  Dow.  339-40  ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  416 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  401 ;  Go.  Litt.  273  a. ; 
Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass.  384,  388  ;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  I  Pick.  314  ]  Gonant  v. 
Little,  1  Pick.  189 ;  Stevens  v,  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371 ;  Fowler  v.  Griffin,  3  SaAdf.  S. 
G.  385  ;  Lawrence  v.  Brown,  1  Seld.  394;  Bojers  v.  Newbanks,  2  Garter  (Ind.),  388 ; 
Matlock  V.  Lee,  9  Ind.  298 ;  Ghilds  v.  Smith,  1  Md.  Gb.  Dec.  483 ;  Norwood  v.  Mar- 
row, 4  Dev.  k  Bat.  442. 

*  See  post,  2  5. 

*  36  Hen.  VL  Dow.  30;  Go.  Litt.  241  a. ;  Gilb.  Uses,  356,  395. 

«  Go.  Litt.  241  a. ;  I  Greenl.  Gruise,  195 ;  4  Kent,  62,  69;  Gonant  9.  Little,  1 
Pick.  189 ;  Baker  v.  Baker,  4  Greenl.  67  ;  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  3  Dana,  371 ;  Fowler 
V.  Griffin,  3  Sandf.  S.  G.  385 ;  Lawrence  v.  Brown,  1  Seld.  394 ;  Powell  v.  Monson, 
3  Mason,  368 ;  Ghilds  v.  Smith,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  483  ;  Norwood  v.  Marrow,  4  Dev.  k 
B.  442,  448;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xiii.,  {2  12,  13  ;  ch.  xv.,  {  9. 

ft  1  Wa^bb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  252,  pi.  4;  Adams  v.  Butts,  9  Gonn.  79. 
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ticalar  estate  and  the  remainder  limited  thereon  muBt  form  together 
hnt  one  estate,*  the  remainder  limited  on  an  estate  in  dower  can 
not  be  good ;  as  the  estate  in  dower  arises  from,  and  has  relation 
to  that  of  the  hasband,  and  reference  to  his  death;  and  the  remain- 
der  proceeds  from  the  heir,  and  arises  from  the  grant  made  bj 
him ;  bo  that  snch  heterogeneous  portions  can  never  form  one  estate.* 
Another  consequence  of  the  wife's  being  tn  b;  her  husband,  and 
not  by  the  heir,  is,  that  an  assignment  of  dower  by  the  heir,  ia  no 
consideration  for  anything  moving  from  the  wife ;  and  therefore  if 
the  heir  assign  dower  to  bis  mother  in  exchange  for  other  lands,  it 
is  said  to  be  a  void  exchange.* 

8.  Upon  the  principle  that  the  widow,  after  assignment  of  her 
dower,  does  not  hold  under  the  heir,  it  is  held  in  New  York,  that 
she  has  no  right  to  appear  before  the  snrrogate  to  show  cause  why 
the  lands  of  which  the  huBband  died  seised,  inclading  those  B«Mgned 
to  her,  should  not  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  his  debts ;  the  statute 
only  giving  sacfa  right  to  heirs  and  devisees  and  persons  claiming 
under  them.  And  service  upon  the  widow  of  the  order  to  show 
cause,  as  she  had  no  right  to  appear  and  oppose  the  order  for  a 
sale,  will  not  make  her  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  nor  are  her 
rights  affected  by  the  decree.* 

4.  The  effect  of  an  assignment  of  dower  upon  the  seizin  u 
governing  the  descent,  is  often  of  vital  importance  to  the  deduction 
of  titles,  since  such  assignment  does  not  merely  turn  the  estate  in 
the  one-third  into  a  reversion,  hut  in  consequence  of  the  rule  that 
the  dowresB  is  t»  by  her  husband  and  not  by  him  who  endowed  her, 
the  assignment  has  the  effect  of  devesting,  by  relation,  all  mesne 
seisin  in  the  one-third  which  had  attached  between  the  death  of  the 
husband  and  the  time  of  the  aesignment.*  Hence,  the  one-third  in 
dower  would  devolve  to  the  person  who  at  the  death  of  the  dowress 
should  be  the  heir  of  the  husband,  without  regard  to  mesne  seisins; 
while  the  remaining  two-thirds  would  descend  to  the  heirs  of  the 
person  who  successively  acquired  a  seizin,  governed  by  the  rules 
of  descent  as  to  estates  in  possession.     The  old  law  books  abound 

'  See  tol.  i.,  ch.  li.,  J  18,  tt  icq. 

■  Park,  Dow.  340-1 ;  Walk.  DesceDti,  SS,  ddU  ;  Flocb'a  I«w,  13 ;  1  Wasbb.  B.  P., 
Id  ed.,  252-3,  pi.  4. 

*  Perk.  ;  272  ;  Pftrk,  Dow.  341. 

'  Lftwrenee  v.  BrowD,  1  Seld.  394 ;  Lawrence  r.  yiller,  2  CoDut.  245. 

*  Bro.  Deic.  pi.  19 ;  Bro.  Dow.  pi.  ST. 
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irith  cases  on  this  head,  and  they  uniformly  establish  the  doctrine 
that  the  estate  of  the  dowress,  when  assigned,  takes  eifect  by  rela* 
tion  to  the  seizin  of  her  husband.^  And  it  was  determined  in  a 
late  American  case,  that  as  the  assignment  of  dower  to  the  widow 
displaces  the  seisin  in  fact  of  the  heirs  intervening  between  the 
death  of  her  husband  and  the  assignment,  it  is  not  competent  for 
them  to  make  partition  during  the  intermediate  period,  of  the  lands 
so  assigned.'  But  if  the  assignment  become  operative  simultaneously 
with  a  judgment  for  the  partition  of  the  lands,  it  can  not  have  the 
eifect  to  defeat  the  latter;  for  in  such  a  case,  although  the  seizin 
of  the  heirs  in  the  lands  allotted  for  dower,  becomes  divested  at  the 
instant  of  the  judgment,  yet  during  that  instant  they  were  seized, 
and  that  is  sufficient  to  support  the  partition.' 

5.  It  is  stated  above  (§  2),  that  in  point  of  tenure^  a  dowress 
holds  of  the  heir,  or  person  who  has  the  reversion  in  the  lands 
assigned  to  her,  notwithstanding  she  is  in  by  her  husband  and  not 
by  the  heir.^  This  point  is  said  to  have  originated  in  the  principles 
of  the  feudal  system,  according  to  which,  as  a  woman  was  incapable 
of  performing  her  proportion  of  the  services,  a  tenure  was  created 
in  the  dowress,  as  to  her  third,  to  hold  of  the  heiTy  immediately 
from  the  death  of  the  ancestor;  '^and  the  reason,"  says  Gilbert, 
^^  why  the  law  created  this  as  a  tenure  was,  that  the  heir  might  be 
obliged  to  do  the  service  for  it  during  the  time  of  its  continuance,^ 
as  he  was  obliged  to  do  for  all  lands  which  he  had  given  out  in 
tenure,  as  well  as  those  he  held  in  demesne;  and  had  there  been 
no  tenure,  it  had  been  cut  off  from  the  manor  during  the  life  of  the 
wife,  when  the  heir  was  a  tenant  and  no  lord  of  the  manor.  "^  The 
assignment  of  dower  then,  was,  for  purposes  of  tenure,  a  species  of 
subinfeudation,  and  this  tenure  continued  after  the  statute  of  Quia 
JSmptoreSy  since  the  heir  does  not  part  with  the  fee.^ 

1  See  Bro.  Descent,  pi.  19,  87;  9  Yin.  Abr.  Dower,  (G.  2);  3  Leon.  166;  Co. 
Litt  15  a. ;  Gilb.  Ten.  bj  Walking,  27 ;  Park,  Dow.  343. 

s  Fowler  v.  Griffin,  3  Sandf.  S.  C.  385.  >  Ibid. 

«  Perk.  2  424;  Fitzb.  N.  B.  7  (F).    See,  also,  post,  i  25. 

ft  See  Fitzh.  N.  B.  159  (A),  wbere  it  is  said,  "if  the  wife  be  tenant  in  dower  of 
any  land,  she  shall  not  be  distrained  to  do  suit  for  that  land  which  she  holdeth  in 
dower,  if  the  heir  have  sufficient  land  in  the  same  county  to  be  distrained  for  the 
same.  And  if  she  be  distrained,  then  she  shall  have  a  writ  pro  etoneratwne  seettB  ad 
curiam"  kc.    See  the  form  of  the  writ  there.     Park,  Dow.  344,  note. 

•  GUb.  Dow.  357,  364. 

V  Ibid.  357;  Park,  Dow.  344;  1  GreenL  Omise,  186,  and  note;  1  Washb.  R.  P., 
2d  ed.,  353-4;  2  Bl.  Com.  136;  Wms.  Real  Prop.  109. 
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3%e  a$$iffnment  defeats  charges  and  incumbrances  created  by  tie 

husband  alone. 

6.  It  reealts  from  the  principles  above  set  forth,  that  when  dower 
has  been  assigned  in  conformity  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law, 
the  title  of  the  widow  will  have  such  a  relation  to  her  husband's 
first  and  original  seizin  of  the  estate  and  the  period  of  the  mar- 
riage, as  to  defeat  not  only  all  charges  and  incumbrances  which  he 
alone  made  during  the  coverture  after  acquiring  the  estate,^  bat 
also  all  debts  which  he  contracted  during  the  coverture,  in  respect 
of  which  such  property  might  be  affected.'  So,  also,  the  widow 
holds  the  lands  discharged  from  leases  made  by  her  husband  daring 
the  coverture,'  and  she  is  not  bound  by  his  release  of  a  rent.^ 

Charges  and  incumbrances  created  prior  to  the  marriage^  paramount 

to  dower, 

7.  But  if  the  incumbrances  were  created  by  the  husband  before 
the  marriage,  by  securities  which  did  not  prevent  the  right  of  dower 
from  attaching  to  the  estate,  her  endowment  would  not  suspend  the 
rights  of  the  creditors  against  the  third  part  of  the  lands  assigned 
to  her  in  dower,  because  her  title  having  relation  only  to  the  time 
when  the  marriage  was  solemnized,  is  preceiled  by  the  securities  of 
the  incumbrancers,  who  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  priority ;  con- 
sequently the  lands  assigned  to  her  for  her  dower  will  be  liable  for 
the  amount  of  their  demands.^  Reference  has  been  made,  in  a 
former  part  of  this  work,  to  the  rule  of  the  English  law,  entitling 
the  widow,  as  against  her  husband's  general  estate,  to  have  her 
dower  exonerated  from  such  incumbrances;  and  it  was  shown  that 
in  a  portion  of  the  United  States  this  rule  had  been  adopted,  while 
in  others  it  had  been  rejected/  But  even  in  the  English  courts,  it 
is  an  established  principle,  that  if  the  debts  were  not  of  the  hus- 
band's contracting,  as  when  the  estate  descended  to  him  before  the 
marriage,  charged  or  incumbered,  the  widow  must  take  her  dower 

1  Fal wood's  case,  4  Rep.  64  b. ;  Jenk.  36,  pi.  69  ;  Go.  Litt  33  a. ;  toL  i.,  ch.  zxuu 
>  Go.  Litt.  31  a. ;  FiUh.  N.  B.  150  (Q) ;  Gilb.  Dow.  407-11 ;  1  Boper,  H.  k  W. 
411 ;  Park,  Dow.  361-2,  362. 

*  Noy,  65 ;  1  Taunt.  410 ;  vol.  L,  ch.  zxiz.,  {  2. 

«  Go.  Litt.  32  a. ;  6  Go.  79  a. ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  bjr  Jacob,  411,  note, 
ft  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  414 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  xzyiii. 

•  Vol.  i.,  ch.  xxiii.,  {{  37-51. 
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€um  (mere;  for  his  own  personal  property  is  not  liable  to  answer 
for  the  debts  of  other  persons,  and  consequently  not,  in  the  present 
instance,  to  exonerate  the  dowable  estate  from  incumbrances  so 
made  upon  it.^ 

if  the  widow  accept  an  assignment  contrary  to  common  right  she 

takes  subject  to  incumbrances. 

8.  It  has  been  already  shown,  that  where  the  widow  accepts  an 
assignment  contrary  to  common  right,'  she  claims  in  the  nature  of 
a  purchaser,  and  her  estate  commences  from  the  assignment,  and 
without  relation  to  any  antecedent  period ;  and  therefore  that  she 
takes  it  with  all  the  incumbrances  affecting  it  in  the  possession  of 
her  husband.' 

Where  the  lands  assigned  are  subject  to  a  lease  for  years  the  widow 

is  entitled  to  the  rent. 

9.  The  widow,  when  endowed  of  lands  upon  which  there  is  an 
existing  lease  for  years,  becomes  the  reversioner,  and  is  entitled  to 
the  rent,  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  a  proportion  of  it.^  If  she  is 
endowed  only  of  part  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  lease,  there 
will  be  an  apportionment  in  law  of  the  rent,  and  she  may  distrain 
for  her  part.  And  according  to  Brooke,  if  she  be  endowed  of  the 
third  part  of  a  rent  service  of  82.,  she  shall  distrain  for  20«.,  and 
the  heir  shall  distrain  for  the  other  two  parts  of  the  rent.^ 

Whether  a  dowress  can  enter  upon  a  lessee  for  years  for  condition 

broken. 

10.  It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  dowress  can  enter  upon  a 
lessee  for  years  for  condition  broken.^    Previously  to  the  statute 


1  1, Roper,  H.  k  W.  415. 

}  Ante,  ch.  !▼.;  22  22-35 ;  ch.  xziz.,  22  ^^ »  ^ol-  L»  <^b*  zxiz.,  2  7. 

*  9  Yin.  Abr.  266,  pi.  3;  Co.  Litt.  32  b.,  173  a.;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  388,  pi.  97. 
See  Yol.  L,  ch.  zzlz.,  2  ^j  f^s  to  the  effect  of  an  election  bj  the  wife  to  be  endowed 
between  two  aelxins  of  her  husband  of  the  same  estate. 

«  1  Roll.  Abr.  678 ;  Winch,  80 ;  Gro.  Eliz.  564 ;  Anon.  Owen,  32 ;  vol.  i.  ch.  zi., 
2  12;  ch.  xyiii.,  2  6. 

»  Bro.  Avowry,  pi.  139  j  Park,  Dow.  346.  •  Park,  Dow.  346-7. 
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of  82  Henry  YIII.,  ch.  84,  advantage  of  a  clause  of  re-entry  for 
the  breach  of  a  condition  contained  in  a  lease  could  only  be  taken 
by  the  lessor,  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators;  the  lessor  being 
a  party  and  privy  to  the  contract,  and  the  other  persons  legally 
representing  him  being  privies  in  right.  If,  then,  this  privity  had 
been  destroyed,  as  by  an  assignment  of  the  reversion,  the  assignee 
could  not  enter  for  a  breach  of  the  condition;  the  reason  of  which 
distinction  the  reader  will  find  in  Littleton.^  Mr.  Roper  considers,* 
that  as  the  above  statute  only  alters  the  common  law  in  favor  of 
assignees  or  grantees,  leaving  the  common  law  to  operate  upon 
estates  created  by  act  of  law,'  if  the  husband,  previously  to  his 
marriage,  had  granted  a  term  of  years  of  the  dowable  estate,  with 
a  clause  of  re-entry  in  the  lease  if  the  lessee  committed  waste,  and 
after  the  husband's  death  and  the  endowment  of  his  widow  the  leasee 
had  broken  the  condition;  the  widow  could  not  enter  to  determine 
the  lease,  because  her  estate  being  the  creature  of  law,  there  was 
no  privity  between  her,  or  the  lessor,  or  his  lessee. 

!!•  But  upon  this  point  Mr.  Jacob  remarks  :^  "  The  expression 
^grantee  or  assignee'  in  the  statute  of  32  Hen.  YIII.,  ch.  34,  has 
received  a  liberal  construction,^  and  there  is  great  reason  to  con- 
tend that  it  comprises  a  tenant  in  dower,  as  she  derives  her  title 
from  the  lessor.  Lord  Coke,  in  saying^  that  the  statute  does  not 
extend  to  those  who  come  in  merely  by  act  of  law,  instances  only 
the  case  of  the  lord  claiming  for  escheat  or  mortmain,  or  in  respect 
of  villeinage;  and  he  gives  the  reason^  why  the  lord  in  those  cases 
can  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  viz.,  that  he  comes  in  by 
title  paramount,  and  is  in  merely  in  the  post,  and  not  by  any  limit- 
ation or  act  of  the  party.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  this  passage 
was  not  meant  to  apply  to  persons  claiming  under  the  lessor."® 

12.  It  is  clear,  that  if  no  clause  of  re-entry  be  inserted  in  such 
a  lease,  and  it  is  declared  that  upon  waste  committed  by  the  lessee, 
the  lease  shall  determine  and  be  void,  then  the  widow  may  enter, 
because  the  lease  is  not  merely  voidable  upon  entry,  as  in  the  case 
first  supposed,  but  it  is  ipso  facto  void  without  any  entry.' 


1  Liu.  {  347.  *  1  Roper,  U.  k  W.  425. 

s  Co.  Liu.  215  b.  *  I  Roper,  H.  k  W.  425,  note. 

»  leherwood  v.  Oldknow,  BU.  k8.  382.  •  Co.  Litt  215  b. 

T  3  Co.  62  b.  8  See  4  Co.  50  b. 

»  1  Roper,  H.  ft  W.  425  ;  1  Bright,  H.  ft  W.  393,  pi.  10 ;  Park,  Dow.  347  ;  Oamock 
^v.  Cliffs,  1  Leon.  60,  61. 
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Widota  can  not  maintain  assumpsit  for  previous  use  and  occupation. 

18.  While  it  is  established,  as  we  have  seen,  that  upon  assign- 
ment of  her  dower  and  entry  thereunder,  the  seizin  of  the  widow 
relates  back  to  the  death  of  her  husband,  it  is  equally  well  settled, 
that  she  can  not  maintain  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  against 
the  tenant  who  has  enjoyed  the  lands  assigned  to  her  since  her 
husband's  death,  although  no  damages  were  allowed  to  her  in  the 
proceeding  in  which  she  recovered  her  dower.^ 

ITereditaments  lying  in  appendancy. 

14.  It  has  been  held,  that  if  a  feme  is  endowed  of  a  third  part 
of  a  manor  to  which  franchises  are  appendant,  she  shall  not  have 
the  third  part  of  the  franchises,  for  these  are  not  divisible ;  other- 
wise if  she  has  the  whole  manor  in  dower.'  If  a  woman  is  endowed 
of  a  manor  eo  nomincj  to  which  common  is  appendant,  she  shall 
have  common  appendant  to  her  third  part;  but  it  is  said  that  if  she 
is  endowed  of  two  acres  of  land,  parcel  of  the  manor,  in  allowance 
of  all  the  paanor,  she  shall  not  have  common  appendant  unto  these 
two  acres;  for  during  the  time  they  are  in  possession  of  the  woman 
they  are  not  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  the  common  is  appendant 
unto  the  manor.^ 

Emblements. 

15.  If  the  husband  sow  the  ground  and  die,  and  the  heir  assign 
the  land  sown  to  the  wife  for  her  dower,  she  is  entitled  to  the  crop 
growing  thereon,  and  not  the  executor  of  the  husband.^   This  is  an 

1  Thompson  v.  Stacy,  10  Yerg,  493;  Sutton  v.  Burrows,  2  Morph.  79;  Andrews 
V.  Andrews,  2  Green,  141 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.  262,  pi.  3. 

s  Bro  Dow.  pi.  102.    But  see  Cro.  Jac.  620,  621. 

*  Perk.  2  344 ;  Park,  Dow.  349.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  z.,  {  3. 

«  2  Inst.  81 ;  Fisher  v.  Forbes,  9  Yin.  373,  pi.  82 ;  2  Eq.  Abr.  392 ;  Djrer,  316  a., 
pi.  2 ;  Parker  v.  Parker,  17  Pick.  236 ;  Ralston  v,  Ralston,  3  G.  Greene  (Iowa),  533 ; 
Kain  v.  Fisher,  2  Seld.  597,  598.  In  a  case  determined  in  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Allen  county,  Ohio,  it  was  held,  that  "  when,  in  a  Judicial  proceeding^  dower 
is  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  the  dowress  does  not,  in  Ohio,  become  the  owner 
of  crops  growing  thereon.''  This  decision  was  placed  upon  the  ground,  chiefly,  that 
**  in  Ohio,  the  principle  has  been  determined,  that  where  a  title  passes  by  judicial 
proceeding,  the  crops  thereon  are  to  be  deemed  personalty,  and  do  not  belong  to 
the  person  thereby  acquiring  such  title.''  Davis  «.  Brown,  4  West.  Law  Month.  272, 
per  Lawrence,  J. 
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any  other  tenant  for  life,  the  latter  Dever  being  pat  into  poseesaion 
of  lands  which  are  sown.* 

'  16.  In  a  case  in  Massacfausetts,  where  land  of  which  a  hosband 
died  seised,  was  assigned  to  his  widow  for  her  dower,  b;  commiB- 
aioners  appointed  by  the  probate  court,  the  heir  and  the  widow 
assenting  to  sach  assignment  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  the 
report  of  the  commiBsioners  was  subsequently  accepted  by  the  pro- 
bate court,  it  was  held,  that  the  widow  had  s  defeasible  freehold 
estate  in  the  land  from  the  time  of  the  assignment,  which  the 
acceptance  of  the  report  by  the  probate  court  rendered  absolute; 
and  that  after  such  assignment  the  widow  was  entitled  to  enter  and 
cut  and  carry  away  the  growing  crops  sown  by  the  heir  prior  to 
the  aseignnient,  although  such  entry  was  made  previously  to  the 
acceptance  of  the  report.* 

17.  But  the  right  to  growing  crops  does  not  attach  in  favor  of 
the  widow  until  after  her  dower  has  been  assigned.*  If,  before 
assignment,  she  receive  the  fruits  and  grass  growing  on  her  hus- 
band's lands  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  she  is  liable  to  the  heir  for 
their  full  value,  and  can  not  retain  one-third  on  account  of  her 
right  of  dower  in  the  estate.* 

'  18.  With  respect  to  crops  sown  by  the  widow  on  the  lands 
assigned  for  her  dower,  her  right  to  them  is  indisputable,  since  by 
the  statute  of  Merton,'  a  tenant  in  dower  is  empowered  to  dispose  of 
-  the  corn  growing  upon  her  estate  at  the  period  of  her  death;  that 
Act  having  been  passed  to  remove  the  doubt  which  previously  existed 
npoD  the  subject.  That  doubt  was  founded  upon  this  reasoning, 
tliat  the  widow  being  entitled  to  an  assignment  of  dower  immedi- 
ately after  her  husband's  death,  and  having  had  the  benefit  of  the 
com  then  growing  upon  the  third  part  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her, 
if  any  there  happened  to  be,*  it  was  thought  the  advantages  received 
by  her  at  the  commencement  of  her  estate,  should  be  a  satisfaction 
of  those  of  the  same  kind  which  she  would  otherwise  have  been 
entitled  to  when  her  estate  expired.  This  Act  places  the  widow  in 
the  same  situation  with  respect  to  such  emblements  as  other  tenants 
for  life.  Her  power  of  disposition  under  the  statute,  therefore, 
does  not  merely  extend  to  corn  growing  at  the  time  of  her  death, 

.   ■  Puk,  Dow.  354-S.  I  Parker  v.  Parker,  IT  Pick.  336. 

•  Budd  0.  BUer,  3  Dutch.  43.  *  Eaio  e.  Fub«r,  %  Seld.  591. 

*  20  Hen.  III.,  cb.  2 ;  2  last.  SO.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  1.,  {{  24,  25.         •  Ante,  \  IS. 
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but  to  roots  planted,  and  to  other  annual  and  artificia 
as  hemp,  flax,  and  hops,  although  growing  upon  ancic  i 
to  other  things  which  are  yearly  produced  by  the  indi  i 
If  she  omit  to  dispose  of  them,  they  will  belong  to  he 
administrator,  who  may  retain  possession  of  the  lai 
corn,  &c.,  can  be  reasonably  carried  away.' 

19.  It  follows  from  a  tenant  in  dower  being  in  the  s ! 
as  a  tenant  for  life  in  regard  to  emblements,  that  th  i 
ciples  will  regulate  her  right  to  them  as  are  applic  \ 
tenants  for  life.  The  fundamental  reason  for  admittii  i 
is  to  encourage  husbandry,  by  allowing  the  tenants  a 
sation  for  their  labor  and  expense  in  tilling,  manuring 
the  lands,  and  this  principle  is  the  basis  of  the  follow  i 
there  be  two  tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  lands,  and  tl  i 
and  die,  and  his  widow  after  the  endowment,  and  tl 
tenant  in  common,  sow  the  lands,  and  she  die  befori 
cut,  her  executor  or  administrator  will  be  entitled  to 
common  with  the  other  tenant.'  So,  also,  if  the  i 
assignment  of  dower,  sow  the  lands  and  marry,  anc 
husband,  after  appointing  executors,  die  before  the  crc 
his  surviving  widow  will  be  entitled  to  it.  But  his  er 
not  the  widow,  will  be  entitled  to  the  crop  if  it  be 
husband,  because  he  incurs  the  expense  of  sowing  it.^ 

20.  The  statute  of  Merton  seems  to  have  been  genen 
as  common  law  in  the  United  States,^  and  in  some  of  t 
visions  have  been  expressly  re-enacted.^ 

Leases  for  years  executed  hy  the  widow, 

21.  If  the  dowress  lease  the  lands  which  she  has  i 
years,  and  die,  her  executor  shall  have  the  rent  in  a 

1  Go.  Litt  65  b.,  note  (3);  1  Roll.  Abr.  728;  Cro.  Gar.  516;  Kei 
{  522 ;  2  Dany.  766,  pi.  27 :  Bro.  Emblements,  pi.  22. 

*  Keilw.  125,  pi.  84 ;  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  426 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  393 
355. 

s  Perk.  {  623. 

«  Perk.  {  522  ;  Go.  Litt.  55  b. ;  Bro.  Emblements,  pi.  26 ;  1  Ropei 

1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  394 ;  Park,  Dow.  356. 
^  1  Qreenl.  Graise,  186,  note. 

•  1  Rev.  SUt  N.  T.,  p.  743,  {  26 ;  Va.  Gode,  1849,  p.  476,  2  14;  : 
1857,  p.  506,  J  24;  Rev.  Gode  N.  G.  1855,  p.  603,  {  9 ;  Dig.  Stat  Arl 

2  51. 
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death,  and  not  the  heir,  for  he  is  a  stranger  to  the  lease,  and  bj 
her  death  it  is  terminated.^ 

22.  In  a  case  in  New  Hampshire,  the  heirs  of  the  husband  had 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  widow  to  ^^cut  and  haul  oaf 
to  a  certain  place  annually,  a  stipulated  quantity  of  hard  wood  (cr 
her  use,  so  long  as  she  would  give  up  to  them  the  exclusive  ooeo- 
pancy  of  the  buildings  of  which  she  was  dowable,  and  in  fall  satis- 
faction of  her  claim,  as  dowress,  to  cut  wood  upon  the  estate.  She 
afterwards  leased  to  one  of  the  heirs  the  only  part  of  the  land 
assigned  to  her  on  which  wood  of  that  quality  grew;  and  after  that 
made  a  contract  with  those  who  had  purchased  the  buildings  of  the 
heirs,  that  she  would  not  disturb  them  in  their  possession.  She 
also,  for  one  year,  compounded  for  a  sum  of  money  with  one  who 
had  agreed  with  the  heirs  to  cut  and  haul  the  wood.  It  was  held, 
that  these  acts  did  not  impair  her  rights  under  the  contract  with 
the  heirs ;  and  that  they  were  required  by  it  to  furnish  the  wood, 
whether  it  could  be  obtained  on  the  land  assigned  to  her  or  not.' 

Duties  or  services  to  which  the  widow  is  liable. 

23.  The  duties  or  services  to  which  the  widow  is  liable  in  respect 
of  her  dower,  are  founded  upon  her  title  to  the  estate.  Her  interest, 
as  we  have  seen,'  is  a  continuation  of  her  husband's  seisin ;  she  is 
consequently  liable,  as  standing  in  his  place,  to  one-third  of  all  the 
duties  and  services  to  which  the  estate  was  subject  in  his  possession, 
and  for  which  one-third  she  is  answerable  to  the  person  entitled  to 
the  reversion  of  the  property.* 

24.  If  she  be  endowed  of  lands  of  which  her  husband  was  tenant 
in  common,  she  must  stock  the  land  proportionally  with  the  other 
tenants  in  common;'  and  it  is  apprehended  she  must  contribute 
towards  the  repairs.^  But  whether  the  reversioner  can  maintain  a 
bill  in  equity  to  compel  a  dowress  who  has  had  lands  specifically 
assigned  to  her,  to  repair,  is  probably  doubtful.^  In  Wood  v.  Oay- 
non,^  a  bill  to  compel  a  tenant  for  life  to  repair,  or  to  have  a  receiver 

^  Bro.  Rents,  pi.  16 ;  Bro.  LeaseSi  pi.  19;  Park,  Dow.  356;  Stockwell  v.  Sargent, 
37  Verm.  16. 

s  Page  V.  Page,  20  N.  H.  128.  >  Ante,  }  2. 

«  9  Rep.  135  b. ;  Perk.  J{  424,  425,  427  ,*  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  427. 

s  Qilb.  Dow.  397. 

*  Of  the  writ  De  r^aratione  facienda  between  tenants  in  common,  ftc,  see  Fitsh. 
N.  B.  295.    And  see  1  Vem.  bjr  RaithbjTi  219,  note. 

f  Park,  Dow.  356.  ^  Wood  v.  Gaynon,  Ambl.  395. 
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appointed  with  directions  to  repair,  was  dismissed,  as 
precedent.^  But  it  seems  that  in  taking  accounts,  a  t ; 
though  without  impeachment  of  waste,  may  be  char| ; 
for  the  repairs  of  houses  on  the  estate.' 

25.  An  instance  of  the  attendancy  of  the  widow  u] ) 
sion,  is  the  case  where  a  rent  reserved  upon  an  estal  i 
to  the  husband  has  expired  by  reason  of  his  death  w  i 
issue;'  there,  the  widow  being  dowable  of  the  estate 
standing  its  determination,  the  law  decided  that,  in  1 1 
third  of  the  estate  assigned  to  her  for  her  dower,  i! 
attendant  upon,  and  pay  to  the  donor  one-third  of  tl  < 
ally  reserved.^  So,  if  the  husband  die  without  heirs, 
escheat,  the  widow  holds  her  dower  of  the  lord,  rend( 
third  of  the  rents  and  services.'  In  other  cases,  thi 
point  of  tenure,  holds  of  the  heir.*  And,  according 
ciples  of  the  common  law,  she  must  contribute  to  r 
Thus,  if  the  heir  ^^  hold  over  by  rent,  she  is  attendant 
the  rate  and  proportion  of  the  rent  which  the  land  u 
her  should  bear."^  It  is  said,  also,  that  ^4f  there  bo 
father,  and  son,  and  the  grandfather  die,  and  the  fat 
assign  dower  to  the  grandmother,  who  afterwards 
him,  paying  ten  pounds  per  annum,  and  the  father  < 
wife  is  endowed  of  the  land,  she  shall  pay  to  the  gi 
much  of  the  rent  as  belongs  to  her  proportion  in  dowi 
is  laid  down  in  the  old  books,  that  a  woman  who  is  ei 
third  part  of  the  profits  of  an  office,  shall  contribute 
of  the  charge  of  the  office.  ^^  A  woman  shall  be  endo^ 
wick  as  to  have  the  third  part  of  the  profit  thereof 

^  An  earlj  Gounecticnt  statute  authorized  a  resort  to  legal  proce 
tenants  in  dower  to  make  repairs.  Bat  this  statute  applied  only  ' 
been  assigned  in  the  manner  prescribed  bj  law.  Gonseqnentlji 
and  widow  had  made  partition  of  the  estate  bj  mutual  agreemei 
tract  of  land  and  the  buildings  thereon  had  been  apportioned  to  I 
dower,  it  was  held,  that  a  suit  by  the  heirs  to  compel  the  widow 
mises  set  apart  to  her  in  tenantable  repair,  could  not  be  main 
Strong,  Kirby*8  (Conn.)  Rep.  19,  (1786.)     See  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p 

•  See  Parteriche  v.  Powlet,  2  Atk.  383.  >  Vol.  i., 
«  Co.  Litt.  241 ;  Perk.  {  431 ;  9  Vin.  Abr.  268,  pi.  5,  6 ;  1  Ropei 
6  9  Vin.  Abr.  268,  pi.  7,  9. 

•  Fiuh.  N.  B.  7  (F) ;  Co.  Litt.  241  a.,  31  a.,  note  (2) ;  Park,  Dow. 
f  Park,  Dow.  345,  356.  •  Perk.  {  424;  Co.  Litt.  31  a. 

•  Hughes,  Write,  173 ;  Park,  Dow.  356-7. 


case  ehe  Bhatl  be  oontnbQtory  to  the  third  part  of  the  charge  of 
exercising  the  office."' 

26.  CpoQ  the  principle  applicable  to  these  cases,  if  the  eaute 
be  sabject  to  incumbrances  paramount  to  the  right  of  dower,  and 
the;  are  of  Bach  a  nature  as  not  to  entitle  the  widow  to  have  them 
satisfied  from  her  hnsband's  general  estate,  she  will  be  obliged  to 
keep  down  one-third  of  the  interest,  as  has  been  before  ehown.* 

27.  The  liability  of  the  widow  to  contribution  for  part  of  the 
duties  reserTed  out  of  the  dowable  estate  is,  as  before  observed, 
founded  Id  justice ;  on  the  principle  that  the  owner  of  two-thirds  of 
the  estate  should  not  be  obliged  to  pay  over  the  whole  of  such  reser- 
vation, but  that  the  proprietor  of  the  other  third  should  contribute 
pre  rata.  It  is  also  equal  justice,  that  if  the  heir  or  his  grantee 
become  discharged  of  the  render  or  duty,  it  should  operate  in  favor 
of  the  widow.  Accordingly,  if  the  husband's  estate,  npon  its 
creation,  were  subject  to  a  rent,  and  the  reversioner  or  donor  of 
the  estate,  or  the  person  to  whom  it  is  payable,  release  the  whole 
or  part  of  it  to  the  heir,  the  widow  will  also  hold  her  dower  dis- 
charged from  it,  a  third  of  which  she  was  previously  liable  to  pay 
to  the  heir.* 

28.  It  is  a  rule  of  general,  if  not  of  universal  application,  that 
it  is  incumbent  upon  a  tenant  for  life  to  pay  all  taxes  assessed 
upon  the  lands  subject  to  the  tenancy  during  bis  life.*  And  there 
is  nothing  pecaliar  to  a  tenancy  in  dower  which  distinguishes  it, 
with  respect  to  charges  of  this  character,  from  other  estates  of 
freehold  for  life.*  In  some  of  the  States,  it  is  expressly  provided 
by  statute,  that  taxes  assessed  npon  lands  assigned  to  the  widow 
for  her  dower  shall  be  paid  by  her. 

29.  Where  certain  apartmeuta  in  a  dwelling-house  are  set  apart 
to  the  widow,  and  the  residue  are  in  the  possession  of  the  heir  at 
law,  or  bis  grantee,  the  taxes  and  asBeaSments  are  the  subject  of 
equitable  apportionment  between  her  and  such  heir,  or  grantee.* 

1  Perk.  I  342.  '  Vol.  L,  ch.  hit. 

■  Co.  Lttt.  211  a. ;  Park.  |  430 ;  Bio.  Tenorea,  252  b.,  pL  33,  82 ;  1  Bopar,  H.  k 
W.  428-9. 

•  1  Wtshb.  B.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  96,  pi.  28 ;  Vam«r  t.  SteTent,  22  Mb.  331,  334 ;  8tet- 
(□Dv.  Da;,  SI  M«.  431)Cairo8D.  Ghabert,3  Gdw.  Ch.  312;  UeUiUsn  e.  Bobbiiw,  5 
Ohio,  28. 

'  Whyte  V.  Nuhrille,  2  Svan  (Tsna.),  364;  Qmham  d.  Daoigan,  2  Botw.  &  C. 
61B. 

*  Qraham  v.  Daiiigftn,  1  Boiw.  S.  0.  S16.    Sm  Liudeo  v.  Unbam,  84  Barit.  316. 
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"RvLt  no  such  apportionment  can  be  made,  in  the  absence  of  legisla- 
tion providing  therefor,  bj  the  assessors  or  collectors  of  taxes,  or 
otlier  public  authorities,  so  as  to  enable  either  to  pay  a  portion  of 
the  amount  assessed,  and  discharge  his  or  her  part  of  the  premises 
from  the  charge  or  incumbrance.     If,  in  order  to  relieve  her  own 
share  of  the  premises  from  the  charge,  prevent  the  accumulation 
of  a  percentage  imposed  as  a  penalty  for  the  nonpayment,  and 
save  the  premises  from  sale  for  taxes  or  assessments,  the  widow 
pay  the  whole  amount,  she  may  recover  from  the  heir  at  law,  or 
his  grantee,  his  just  share  or  proportion  of  the  amount  paid,  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  such  payment.    Such  share  or  proportion 
of  the  taxes  is  to  be  ascertained  by  taking  into  view  the  relative 
annual  value  of  those  parts  of  the  premises  held  by  each  respect- 
ively; and,  in  dividing  the  assessment,  the  nature  of  the  improve* 
ment  for  which  the  assessment  is  made  should  be  considered,  having 
regard,  also,  to  the  benefit  resulting  therefrom,  and  its  probable 
permanency,  and  also  the  age  of  the  tenant  in  dower,  and  the 
probable  duration  of  her  estate.^ 

30.  It  has  been  held,  that  the  annual  water  rate  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  for  the  use  of  the  Croton  water,  is  subject  to  the  same 
division.  But  a  charge  for  Croton  water,  separately  and  specific- 
ally made  for  a  particular  use,  which  use  in  exclusively  confined  to 
the  apartment  of  one  of  the  parties,  should  be  borne  in  whole  by 
such  party  .^ 

81.  The  principle  above  considered  applies  to  all  incidental 
charges  upon  the  dower  lands  which  accrue  during  the  continuance 
of  the  widow's  estate.  It  is  held,  therefore,  that  she  is  bound  to 
reimburse  the  proper  corporate  authorities  for  moneys  expended 
by  them  in  constructing  a  foot  pavement  in  front  of  premises  which 
have  been  assigned  to  her  for  her  dower,  the  requisite  notice  having 
been  first  given  her  to  construct  the  pavement  herself.^  And  this 
is  a  charge  which  must  be  borne  wholly  by  the  dowress,  although 
the  party  having  the  reversion  may  receive  the  benefit  of  the 
improvement  after  her  death.  ^^When  the  charge  is  upon  the 
entire  estate  of  which  the  husband  died  seized,"  said  the  court  in 
the  case  last  cited,  '^  the  dowress  is,  of  course,  only  bound  for  one- 
third  part  of  it,  because  she  takes  only  a  third  part  of  the  estate; 
but  where,  as  in  the  case  under  consideration,  the  charge  falls 

>  Oraham  p.  Dnnigan,  iupra.  '  Graham  v.  Doaigan,  2  Boaw.  S.  C.  516. 

*  Wbjte  9.  Nashville,  2  Swan  (Tenn.),  364. 


dower,  ehe  ie  separately  and  excluBively  liable  for  its  discharge." 

Effect  of  the  death  of  the  widow. 

32.  As  the  widow  has  bat  a  life  estate  in  the  realty  allotted  to 
her,  it  follows,  that  npon  her  death,  the  heir  or  party  owning  the 
inheritance  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession.  A  sale  under 
an  order  of  the  probate  court,  b;  the  adminietrator  of  a  deceased 
widow  to  whom  dower  had  been  assigned,  "of  the  dower  interest 
of  the  widow,"  passes  nothing.'  So,  the  lease  of  a  widow's  dower 
by  her  guardian  becomes  inoperative  by  her  decease.  If  an  heir 
in  possession  under  such  lease,  refuse,  on  demand,  to  let  the  other 
heirs  into  joint  occupancy,  they  may  maintain  ejectment  and  recover 
to  the  extent  of  their  right,  including  rents  and  profits.  And  if 
her  administrator  receive  and  hold  the  rent,  the  heirs  may  collect 
it  of  him.'  Ordinarily,  also,  the  incidents  to  her  estate  in  dower, 
cease  with  her  estate  in  the  land.  As  where  a  right  of  way  was 
set  out  as  appurtenant  to  dower  lands  across  the  lands  of  the  hus- 
band, it  ceased  with  the  determination  of  her  estate.^  But  where 
a  certain  part  of  a  house  was  set  out  as  dower,  with  certain  eaae- 
mente  in  other  parts  of  it  as  appartenant,  and  the  parts  not  set  oat 
to  the  widow  were  sold,  and  described  as  being  all  the  estate  not 
assigned  to  her,  it  was  held,  that  at  her  death  these  easements  con- 
tinued appurtenant  to  the  dower  portion  in  the  hands  of  the  heirs.' 

83.  A  person  holding  an  estate  in  dower  under  the  widow,  can 
not,  after  the  termination  of  the  estate,  set  up  a  claim  for  better- 
ments against  the  reversioner.'  But  by  statute  in  Rhode  Island, 
if  a  widow  erect  a  fence  on  or  around  her  dower  land,  her  executor 
or  administrator  may  enter  thereon  and  remove  the  same,  doing  as 
little  damage  as  may  be  to  the  freehold,  at  any  time  within  six 
months  after  her  death.* 

■  Holmes  r.  McGec,  12  SmedeB  k  Hanb.  41.1.  A  vidow  ii  rtlopped  to  «et  np 
against  the  owner  of  the  reversion  a  paramount  title  acquired  by  her.  Nor  c«»  a 
purchaser  from  ber  be  nlloired  la  do  it.  Eiik  v.  KicboU,  2  J.  J.  llanh.  470 ;  1  Bil- 
liard, R.  P.,  2d  ed ,  p.  184,  {  31.  The  poseeagion  of  Iha  dowreM,  where  dower  bu 
been  lusignrd,  is  not  adverse  to  the  tille  of  the  oimer  in  fee.  Chain  t>.  Hobaon,  10 
Hampb.  354. 

'  Stockwell  r.  Sargent,  31  Verm.  16.     See  ante,  {  21, 

■  Hoffman  v.  Sftvage,  15  Masi.  130. 

*  Sjmmea  o.  Drew,  21  Pick.  ITS;  1  Wa«bb.  R.  P.,  3d  ed.,  p.  354,  pt.  G. 

>  Haddocks  V.  Jelliion,  11  Maine,  483  ;  Wittaeo.  Hurley,  11  Iowa,  413.  See  Bent 
«.  Weeks,  44  Maine,  4S. 

•  Bev.  Sut.  R.  I.  1867,  p.  606,  J  34. 
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{  1^.  Forfeitnre  for  crime. 
S-'IS.    Tortious  convejances. 
20-30.  Waste  at  common  law. 


31-49.  Waste  in  the 
60-52.  Non-paymen 


Forfeiture  for  crime. 

1.  By  the  common  law,  if  a  woman  is  attainted  of 
der,  or  felony,  she  will  thereby  lose  her  dower; 
pardoned  before  the  death  of  her  husband  she  will 
her  dower.^     In  an  ancient  reading  by  Philips,  it  i{ 
the  wife  be  attainted,  and  then  the  husband  purchase 
it,  and  then  the  wife  is  pardoned,  she  shall  have  dowe 
And  he  cited  Mansfield's  case,  adjudged  in  the  28th 
In  that  case,  a  jointure  was  conveyed  to  the  wife  bei 
ture,  and  during  the  coverture  the  husband  purchas 
which  he  subsequently  aliened,  and  died.     The  wif 
from  the  lands  which  she  had  in  jointure,  and  afterwi 
dower  of  the  lands  which  had  been  purchased  and  i 
husband  at  the  time  when  she  was  barred  of  her  ac 
The  cases  seem  to  have  proceeded  upon  the  ground 
to  the  action  only,  and  not  to  the  title.^ 

2.  Other  causes  of  forfeiture,  penal  in  their  natur< 
the  old  books.  Thus,  it  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Co 
woman  say  she  is  conceived  with  child  by  her  husl 
lived,  and  in  truth  is  not,  whereby  the  next  heir  is 
shall  lose  her  dower,  if  she  acknowledge  the  sat 
justices."'  By  an  Irish  statute  (6  Anne),  if  a  woi 
means,  or  secret  insinuations  and  delusions,  threats 
prevail  on  the  son  and  heir  apparent  of  any  person 
of  the  yearly  value  of  607.,  or  personal  estate  of  the 

^  Go.  Litt.  33  a. ;  13  Co.  23,  in  MenviFs  case;  Perk.  {  3 
*  Park,  Dow.  222.         «  >  2  Insi 


or  thirds,  or  other  iatereBt  ont  of  the  real  or  personal  estate  of  her 
hnshand.'  In  a  case  in  which  this  statute  was  brought  nnder  con- 
aideration,  it  was  held,  that  being  in  the  nature  of  a  penal  enact- 
ment, it  must  be  coQStmed  strictly,  and  that  when  pleaded  to  a 
writ  of  dower,  the  jar;  mnst  expressly  find  that  subtle  means,  be., 
were  used ;  for  they  are  not  to  be  presumed  from  the  circnmstance 
of  the  marriage  being  private,  without  the  father's  consent.* 

8.  It  is  said  by  Perkins,  that  "  althoagh  a  woman  will  not  go  to 
her  husband  when  he  is  wounded,  in  a  county  in  which  he  does  not 
dwell,  and  notwithstanding  that  he  dies  of  the  same  wound,  and 
she  will  not  bring  ao  appeal  of  his  death,  yet  she  shall  be  endowed.' 
But  qusere,  if  the  husband  lie  sick  in  the  same  house  in  which  he 
and  bis  wife  are  dwelling,  and  she  will  not  come  to  him,  if  she  shall 
have  dower. "^  In  a  note  to^his  section,  Mr.  Greening  observes: 
"Highly  reprehensible  as  such  conduct  would  be  in  a  wife,  the 
temporal  law  could  take  no  cognizance  of  it ;  and  therefore  there 
is  not  (at  least  now)  the  slightest  foundation  for  supposing  that  the 
act  would  be  a  forfeiture  of  her  dower."' 

4.  Escept  in  cases  of  treason,  the  principles  of  the  English  law 
relative  to  forfeiture  for  crime,  appear  to  have  no  application  to 
this  country.*  "  For  the  small  number  of  felonies  in  our  criminal 
code,"  says  a  writer  of  acknowledged  authority,  "specific  pnnisb- 
nents  are  provided  by  statute;  among  which  paDishmeDts  are 
neither  corruption  of  blood  nor  forfeiture  of  dower."'  The  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  confers  upon  Congress  power  to 
declare  the  punishment  of  treason,  subject  to  a  limitation  that  no 
attainder  of  treason  shall  work  corruption  of  blood,  or  forfeiture, 
except  during  the  life  of  the  person  attainted.^  The  Act  of  Con- 
gress of  April  30,  1790,'  expressly  provides,  that  no  conviction  or 
judgment  for  the  ofiences  therein  enumerated,  including  treason, 
shall  work  corruption  of  blood  or  any  forfeiture  of  estate.     This 

«  Park,  Dow.  227,  '  Kent  v.  Whitby,  3  Bro,  P.  C.  487. 

•  Perk,  i  364.  *  Ibid,  i  360. 

'  II  wu  beld  la  a  case  in  Vennont,  that  tbougb  the  wife  teparate  fivm  the  hnc- 
band  bf  reason  or  famil?  dUcord,  yet  sacb  Beparation  I«  do  forTeiture  of  ber  right  of 
dower  or  her  abara  of  the  personal  eeCate,  though  she  may  have  do  jalllfiable  caua 
of  aeparatioD.     Thajer  v.  Thayer,  14  Verm,  107. 

■  See  Tol.  i.,  cb.  nil.,  J  54.  i  Stearni,  Real  Act.  387. 

*  Art.  3,  J  3,  BubdiTii.  2.    See  vol.  i ,  ch.  zzix.,  }  53. 

»  Act  or  April  31),  1J!>0,  J  2+ ;   I  U,  S  SiM.  117  j  Brighlly'i  Dig.  p.  311,  j  103. 
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eTiacttnent  is  still  in  force;*  but  by  the  Act  of  July  17,  1862,  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  seizure  and  confiscation,  by  proceedings  in 
rem^  of  the  estates  of  persons  engaged  in  rebellion  against  the 
Crorernment  of  the  United  States.*  An  inchoate  right  of  dower  can 
scarcely  be  considered  as  irithin  this  statute;  as  such  a  right  is  not 
an  estate,  and  is  not  the  subject  of  grant  or  conveyance.*  But  if 
the  validity  of  the  law  shall  be  sustained,  proceedings  regularly 
taken  -under  it  against  lands  assigned  for  dower,  would,  it  is  sup- 
posed, operate  to  divest  and  transfer  the  right  of  the  widow  pre- 
cisely as  they  would  any  other  freehold  for  life. 

Tortious  conveyances  ly  the  widow. 

5.  The  widow,  having  only  a  freehold  interest  in  the  third  part 
of  her  husband's  freehold  estates,  can  not  legally  dispose  of  it  for 
a  longer  period.  By  the  ancient  common  law,  if  she  aliened  in  fee, 
or  for  the  life  of  another,  or  in  tail,  the  heir  might,  after  her 
death,  have  recovered  the  land  by  a  writ  of  entry.*  But  where  she 
aliened  by  feoffment,  and  the  feoffee  died  seized,  whereby  the  entry 
of  the  reversioner  was  tolled,  he  could  have  no  writ  of  entry  until 
after  the  death  of  the  dowress.  But  by  the  statute  of  Gloucester,* 
it  was  enacted,  "  that  if  a  woman  sell  or  give  in  fee,  or  for  term  of  life 
[of  another]  the  land  that  she  holdeth  in  dower,  the  heir,  or  other 
to  whom  the  land  ought  to  revert  after  the  death  of  such  a  woman, 
shall  have  present  recovery  to  demand  the  land  by  a  writ  of  entry* 
made  thereof  in  the  chancery."^ 

6.  Notwithstanding  this  statute,  if  the  dowress  aliened  in  fee 

1  By  the  Act  of  July  17,  1862,  {  1,  every  person  found  guUty  of  treason,  sfaaU 
suffer  death,  and  all  his  slaves,  If  any,  shall  be  declared  and  made  free  ;  or,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  he  shall  be  imprisoned  for  not  less  than  five  years  and  fined 
not  less  than  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  all  his  slaves,  if  any,  shall  be  declared  and 
made  free.     Brightly's  Dig.  Supp.  p.  1161,  {  4. 

s  Act  of  July  17,  1862,  22  5-8  ;  12  U.  S.  Stat  590 ;  BrighUy's  Dig.  Supp.  1234-5, 
22  28-31. 

s  Ante,  ch.  i. 

4  Called  a  writ  of  entry  ad  eommuntm  Ugetn,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  writ  of 
entry  in  eoMU  proviso.  Fitzh.  N.  B.  207  ;  Park,  Dow.  361.  This  writ  was  abolished 
by  the  3  &  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  27,  2  36.     1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  390,  note. 

»  6  Edw.  I.,  c.  7. 

*  Galled  a  writ  of  entry  m  catu  proviso,  Fitzh.  N.  B.  205  (M).  This  writ  was 
abolished  by  the  3  &  4  Wm.  IV.,  c.  27.     1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  391,  note. 

7  2  Inst.  309.    And  see  Shep.  Touch.  125,  148 ;  Park,  Dow.  361,  and  note. 
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with  warranty,  and  died,  the  warranty  descending  upon  the  rever- 
Bioner,  barred  him,  as  the  statute  of  Gloucester  did  not  provide 
against  collateral  warranty  by  the  dowress.  But  by  the  11  Hen. 
YII.,  c.  20,  alienations,  releases,  and  confirmations,  with  warranty, 
by  a  tenant  in  dower,  either  alone,  or  with  a  second  husband,  except 
for  the  term  of  her  own  life,  are  made  a  forfeiture  of  her  estate, 
and  the  same  are  declared  void.^  The  statute,  however,  saves  to 
the  widow  the  right  of  entry  upon  the  heir  or  reversioner,  after  the 
death  of  her  second  husband,  where  the  alienation  was  made  during 
coverture. 

7.  It  is  said  to  have  been  adjudged,  that  if  a  woman  who  has 
title  of  dower,  enter  and  levy  a  fine  before  she  is  endowed,  it  is 
within  the  forfeiture  of  the  statute,  although  she  is  not  tenant  in 
dower.* 

8.  By  recent  statute  in  England,  the  tortious  eifect  of  feoflfments 
has  been  taken  away,  and  no  mode  of  alienation  seems  now  to 
exist  which  would  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate.' 

9.  The  rule  inflicting  upon  a  tenant  for  life  forfeiture  of  his 
estate,  as  a  penalty  for  his  tortious  conveyance,  had  its  origin  in 
the  feudal  system,  according  to  which,  an  alienation  in  fee  by  the 
tenant  amounted  to  a  renunciation  of  the  feudal  relation,  and 
worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  vassaFs  estate.^  But  even  at  common 
law,  a  mere  grant  or  release  by  the  tenant  for  life,  passed  only 
what  he  might  lawfully  grant.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  this 
ancient  rule  is  inapplicable  to  conveyances  in  this  country,  and  in 
fact  it  has  received  but  little  countenance  in  the  American  courts. 
In  many  of  the  States,  the  feudal  notion  of  forfeiture  is  expressly 
renounced,  and  the  doctrine  placed  upon  just  and  reasonable 
grounds.  As  a  general  rule,  any  conveyance  by  tenant  for  life,  in 
the  United  States,  of  a  greater  estate  than  he  possessed  or  could 


1  And  see  32  Hen.  Till.,  c.  36,  {  2  ;  Go.  Litt.  365  b. ;  Lilt.  {{  725-727  ;  Shep. 
Touch.  194,  15. 

>  Per  Rhodes,  J.,  in  Barker  v,  Taylor,  2  Leon.  168 ;  Park,  Dow.  362.  A  widow 
may  giant  leases  for  years,  and  npon  her  death  her  personal  representative  wiU  be 
entitled  to  the  rent  in  arrear.    Ante,  ch.  zzx.,  {21. 

»  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106  J  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  76  ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  p.  155,  pi,  18 ;  Ibid.  p. 
391,  pi.  5. 

*  '^  If  a  tenant  should  do  anything  to  the  disinherison  of  his  lord,  and  sbopid 
be  convicted  of  it,  he  and  his  heirs  shall,  according  to  the  law,  for  ever  lose  the  fee 
held  of  such  lord."  Beames'  Glanville,  book  9,  ch.  1,  p.  220.  See  Litt.  {  415;  2 
Bl.  Com.  274. 
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lawfally  convey,  passes  only  the  title  and  estate  with  which  he  was 
actuaHy  invested.^ 

10.  There  is  to  be  found  in  some  of  the  earlier  American  cases, 
however,  a  recognition  of  the  principle  formerly  applied  in  the 
^English  courts.  A  case  is  referred  to  by  Mr.  Dane,  as  holding 
that  a  conveyance  in  fee  in  Massachusetts,  in  1784,  worked  a  for- 
feiture of  the  estate.'  A  decision  made  in  the  same  State  in  1821, 
contains  a  dictum  to  the  same  eifect.'  Shortly  afterwards,  it  was 
held,  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
made  by  tenant  for  life,  followed  by  a  reconveyance  with  special 
warranty,  and  then  a  mortgage  by  the  tenant,  she  remaining  in 
possession,  did  not  work  a  discontinuance.^  But  the  court  observed, 
*^  that  a  bargain  and  sale,  covenant  to  stand  seized,  or  release,  with  a 
general  warranty  annexed,  may  produce  a  discontinuance  when  the 
warranty  descends  upon  him  who  hath  right  to  the  lands."  This 
point  has  been  set  at  rest  in  Massachusetts,  by  a  statute  which 
provides,  that  a  conveyance  by  tenant  for  life  of  a  greater  estate 
than  he  possessed,  shall  have  no  effect  except  to  pass  to  the  grantee 
all  the  estate  which  the  tenant  might  lawfully  convey.^ 

11.  It  was  held  in  a  case  in  Maine,  that  if  a  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy make  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  in  fee,  he  thereby  creates  a 
forfeiture  of  his  estate,  and  the  reversioner  has  an  immediate  right 
of  entry .^  But  a  statute  similar  to  the  Massachusetts  Act  above 
referred  to,  has  been  in  force  in  Maine  for  a  number  of  years.^ 

12.  In  New  Jersey,  the  provisions  of  the  ancient  English  stat- 
utes upon  this  subject,  have  been  substantially  adopted.  If  a 
dowress,  being  sole,  discontinue  or  alien,  with  or  without  warranty, 
or  suffer  any  recovery  by  covin,  the  alienation  shall  be*void,  and 
the  next  owner  may  enter  immediately  as  if  she  were  dead.  If  she 
alien  with  her  husband,  the  forfeiture  ceases  with  his  life.^ 

13.  It  was  held  in  Pennsylvania,  as  early  as  in  1798,  that  a 
statute  making  the  registry  of  a  deed  equivalent  in  effect  to  livery, 
did  not  give  to  the  recorded  deed  of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  the 


1  4  Kent,  83-4;  Wms.  R.  P.  25,  note ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  91,  note,-  Ibid. 
198,  pi.  6. 
s  Dane's  Abr.  11-13.  •  Grant  r.  Chase,  17  Mass.  443,  446. 

«  Stevens  v.  Winshid,  1  Pick.  318,  328.      «  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  1860,  ch.  89,  2  9. 
<  French  v.  Rollins,  21  Me.  372. 

V  Rev.  SUt.  Maine,  1840-41,  ch.  91,  2  9 ;  Rev.  Stat.  1857,  ch.  73,  {  5. 
8  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  117,  H  7-9. 


claim  in  regard  to  the  covenants ;  bnt  the  operative  wor<1s  of  con- 
Tcyance  were  "grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  release,  enfeoff,  and  con- 
firm.'" "We  entertain  no  doubt  on  the  present  question,"  said 
M'Kean,  C.  J.  "The  legislature  has,  at  various  periods,  and  on 
a  variety  of  subjects,  departed  from  feudal  ceremonies  and  princi- 
ples, in  relation  to  the  transfer  and  descent  of  property  ;  bat  in  the 
present  instance  the  Act  of  Assembly  meant  only  to  give  to  a  grant 
of  landii,  a  greater  effect  upon  the  estate,  on  recording  the  deed, 
than  could  previously  have  been  enjoyed  without  livery  of  seizin. 
It  never  contemplated  that  circumstance  as  an  instrument  to  work 
a  forfeiture,  on  the  common  law  doctrine  of  alienation  hj  tenant 
for  life,  or  years."  "From  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Assembly," 
added  Shippen,  J.,  "  it  is  plain,  I  think,  that  the  legislature  did 
not  mean  to  work  the  forfeiture  of  a  particular  estate,  by  the  pro- 
vision for  recording  deeds.  In  allowing  deeds  recorded  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  feoffments  with  livery,  the  intention  is  expressly 
restricted  to 'giving  possession  and  seizin,  and  making  good  the 
title  and  assurance  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments.'  It 
is  therefore  merely  a  facility  and  benefit  e:ttended  to  the  grantee."* 
14.  Chancellor  Kent  considers,  that  in  Virginia,  under  the  st&t- 
ute  of  1783,  the  common  law  doctrine  can  not  apply.'  It  is 
believed,  also,  that  it  never  existed  in  Ohio.*  So,  in  Connec* 
ticut,  a  conveyance  by  tenant  for  life,  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple, 
does  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  life  estate,  nor  affect  persons 
seized  of  ulterior  interests  in  the  property,  but  simply  passes  such 
estate  as  the  grantor  had,  and  could  lawfully  convey,  and  is  void 
as  to  the  residue.'  In  New  Hampshire,  it  has  been  held,  that  a 
deed  of  release  and  quit  claim  in  fee  by  tenant  for  life,  is  not  a 
forfeiture  of  the  estate  for  life.*  "At  the  common  law,  upon 
feudal  reasons  which  never  prevailed  in  this  country,"  said  the 
court,  "if  tenant  for  life  made  a  forcible  conveyance,  which 


1  McKee  v.  Pfoot,  3  Dull.  4S6 ;  1  Billiard,  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  104,  j  25.  To  tbe  s>m« 
effect  is   rviQ6  c.  SibbetW,  26  Pa.  St.  (2  Caeej),  *71,  481. 

'  See      BO,  Sarah,  &e.,  5  Bawle,  113. 

■  4  Kent,  SI.     See  Pcndleloa  v.  Vaaderier,  1  Wash.  3B1,  388. 

•  Walker's  Amer  Law,  2d  ed.,  2T2. 

'  Rogers  V.  Moore,  II  Conn.  &53.  See  Uartia  v.  Sterling,  1  Boot,  210;  Ljnaa 
II.  Rolliater,  IS  Verm.  407. 

'  Bell  t>.  TuriUght,  2  Foet.  GOO. 


CM.   XXXI.]  FORFEITURE   OF   DOWER.  741 

devested  the  seizin,  and  turned  the  estate  of  him  who  had  the 
inheritance  into  a  right  of  entry,  the  estate  of  tenant  for  life  was 
forfeited.     But  a  grant  or  release  never  had  that  effect."^ 

15.  In  New  York,  it  was  decided,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
revised  statutes,  that  an  estate  by  the  curtesy,  if  forfeited  at  all 
by  an  attempt  to  convey  the  fee,  is  only  forfeited  by  feoffment 
-with  livery  of  seizin ;  and  that  the  conveyance  was  by  this  mode, 
must  be  affirmatively  shown  to  establish  the  forfeiture.*  By  the 
revised  statutes,  a  conveyance  by  tenant  for  life  of  a  greater  estate 
than  he  possessed,  or  could  lawfully  convey,  does  not  work  a  for- 
feiture, but  passes  the  tenant's  actual  estate.*  In  Grout  v.  Town- 
send,*  it  was  determined,  that  even  before  the  revised  statutes,  a 
tenant  for  life  did  not  forfeit  his  estate  by  leasing  in  fee ;  and 
since  those  statutes,  no  form  of  conveyance  will  work  such  for- 
feiture. 

16.  The  Kentucky  statute  of  1798,*  provided,  that  "  all  aliena- 
tions purporting  to  pass  a  greater  estate  than  the  alienor  hath, 
shall  operate  to  pass  so  much  of  the  estate  as  he  may  lawfully  con- 
vey, but  shall  not  bar  the  residue  of  the  fight  or  estate,  except, 
that  if  the  alienation  be  with  warranty  by  the  alienor  and  his 
heirs,  and  any  heritage  descend  from  him  to  the  demandant,  then 
he  shall  be  barred  to  the  value  of  the  heritage  so  descended.'** 
Some  of  the  decided  cases  in  that  State,  have  affirmed  the  doctrine 
that  dower,  or  other  estate  for  life,  is  not  forfeited  by  conveyance 
by  bargain  and  sale,  the  courts  holding,  in  conformity  to  the  com- 
mon law  authorities,  that  such  a  conveyance  passes  nothing  but 
what  the  grantor  may  lawfully  convey.'  It  has  been  further  deter- 
mined, that  a  forfeiture  is  not  worked  by  the  tenant's  claiming  or 
affirming  a  right  to  the  fee,  unless  such  claim  be  of  record  in  a  judi- 
cial proceeding ;  and  that  a  deed  though  recorded,  is  mere  matter 
in  pais}  A  conveyance  by  a  second  husband,  of  dower  lands 
assigned  to  the  wife  as  the  widow  of  a  former  husband,  is  not  a 

1  ADd  see  N.  H.  Rev.  Stat.  242-3 ;  Dennett  v,  Dennett.  40  N.  H.  498,  505. 
'  Jackson  v.  Mancius,  2  Wend  357  ;  B.  p.  Groat  o.  Townaend,  2  Hill,  554. 
»  1  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  739,  j  145. 

*  Grout  0.  Townsend,  2  Hill,  554  ;  affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals,  2  Denio,  336. 
^  1  Stat.  Laws,  110 ;  Rer.  Stat.  Ky.  1852,  ch.  56,  art.  1,  2  1- 
<  Miller  v.  Shackleford,  3  Dana,  289,  292. 

V  Smith  V.  Shackleford,  9  Dana,  452,  475  ;  Robinson  o.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88,  93  ; 
8.  C.  2  B.  Mon.  284,  292. 
8  Robinson  v.  Miller,  1  B.  Mon.  88,  94 ;  8.  o.  2  B.  Mon.  284,  292. 
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discontinuance  of  her  estate;  and  does  not  prejudice  her  right  of 
entry,  if  she  be  the  survivor.^ 

17.  It  is  also  settled  in  Tennessee,  that  a  conveyance  in  fee  by 
a  tenant  for  life,  will  have  no  other  efiect  than  to  pass  his  actual 
interest  in  the  estate.*  "It  is  argued,"  said  the  court  in  McCorry 
V.  King,  "  that  the  husband  having  only  a  life  estate  in  the  land  of 
the  wife,  and  having  conveyed  in  fee,  such  a  conveyance  operated, 
like  an  ancient  feoffment  would  at  common  law  under  like  circum- 
stances, to  produce  a  disseizin  of  the  wife,  to  make  the  title  of  the 
bargainee  to  instantly  adverse  to  hers,  to  give  to  her  an  immexliate 
right  of  entry,  or  at  least  to  her  heirs  after  her  death ;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  statute  will  bar  the  heirs  at  all  events  within  seven 
years  after  her  death.  This  court,  however,  on  much  consideration, 
held,  in  the  case  of  Miller  v.  Miller,  that  such  a  consequence  does 
not,  at  this  day,  and  in  this  State,  follow ;  that  such  a  conveyance 
is  valid  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  of  the  bargainor  ;  and  that  the 
wife  and  her  heirs  have  no  right  accruing  to  them  to  sue  till  the 
termination  of  the  particular  estate,  and  may  sue  within  seven  years 
after  such  terminatiom  We  refer  to  that  case,  and  consider  it 
unnecessary  here  to  repeat  the  grounds  upon  which  the  judgment 
of  the  court  in  that  case  was  placed." 

18.  In  North  Carolina,*  Alabama,^  Michigan,*  Wisconsin,*  and 
Minnesota,^  statutes  are  in  force  embodying  the  general  American 
doctrine,  that  a  tenant  for  life  does  not,  in  any  case,  work  a  for- 
feiture, by  conveying  in  form,  a  greater  estate  than  he  has.^ 

19.  In  dismissing  this  topic,  it  may  be  proper  to  add,  that  if 
there  be,  in  any  State,  a  forfeiture  of  the  life  estate  by  the  act  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  the  party  entitled  to  enter  by  reason  of  the  for- 
feiture, is  not  bound  to  enter,  but  may  wait  until  the  natural  ter- 
mination of  the  life  estate.^ 

Waste  at  common  law. 

20.  By  the  ancient  common  law,  the  only  persons  punishable  for 

1  Smith  V.  White,  1  B.  Mon.  16;  Miller  v.  Shackleford,  3  Dana,  289. 

s  Miller  v.  Miller,  Meigs,  484  ;  McCorry  v.  King,  3  Humph.  267. 

»  N.  C.  Rev.  Stat.  615 ;  1  HiUiard,  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  105,  pi.  29. 

«  Code  Ala.  1852,  {  1317.  «  2  Mich.  Comp.  Stat.  1857,  p.  838,  {  4. 

•  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  1868,  c.  86,  |  4.  »  Minn.  Stat.  1858,  c.  36,  {  4. 
8  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  91,  note. 

•  4  Kent,  84  j  Wells  v.  Prince,  9  Mass.  508 ;  Jackson  r.  Mancins,  2  Wend.  357. 
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waste,  were  guardian  in  chivalry,  tenant  in  dower,  and  tenant  by 
the  curtesy.*  The  liability  did  not  extend  to  lessee  for  life,  or  for 
years.  The  reason  of  this  distinction  was,  that  in  the  tenancies 
first  named,  the  estate  was  created  by  act  of  law,  which  properly 
furnished  a  remedy  for  the  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  owner  of 
the  inheritance ;  but  lessee  for  life,  or  for  years,  came  in  by  the 
demise  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  who  might  have  provided  against 
the  committing  of  waste.  It  was  considered  that  the  law  was  not 
bound  to  supply  the  omission  of  the  lessor  in  this  respect.'  But  by 
the  statutes  of  Marlbridge,'  and  Gloucester,^  it  was  provided,  that 
the  writ  of  waste  should  not  only  lie  against  tenants  by  the  law  of 
England  (or  curtesy)  and  those  in  dower,  but  also  against  any 
farmer  or  other,  that  held  in  any  manner  for  life  or  years.* 

21.  The  ancient  remedies  for  waste  were  by  writ  of  estrepement 
and  the  action  of  waste.^  These  are  now  regarded  as  obsolete;^ 
and  the  modern  practice  is  to  resort  to  a  bill  in  equity  to  enjoin 
the  commission  of  waste  when  the  injury  would  be  irreparable,  or 
by  a  special  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  waste,  to  recover 
damages.^ 

22«  The  punishment  for  waste  was,  by  the  common  law  and  the 
statute  of  Marlbridge,  only  single  damages.^  But  the  statute  of 
Gloucester  enacts,  that  the  tenant  shall  lose  and  forfeit  the  place 
wherein  the  waste  was  committed,  and  also  treble  damages  to  him 
that  hath  the  inheritance.*^  The  expression  of  the  statute  is,  '^he 
shall  forfeit  the  thing  which  he  hath  wasted."     It  has  been  deter- 

1  It  was  doubted,  however,  whether  waste  was  punishable  at  the  common  law  in 
tenant  by  the  curtesy.    Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Waste,  88 ;  2  Inst.  302  ;  2  Bl.  Com.  283,  note. 

s  2  Inst.  299 ;  6  Go.  13 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  283 ;  4  Kent,  78 ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  108. 

3  52  Hen.  III.,  c.  23;  2  Inst.  144,  145.  «  6  Edw.  I.,  c.  5;  2  Inst.  299. 

'  2  Bl.  Com.  283.  Mr.  Reeves  insists  that  the  common  law  provided  a  remedy 
against  waste  by  all  tenants  for  life,  and  for  years,  and  that  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester only  made  the  remedy  more  specific  and  certain.  2  Reeves'  Hist.  fing.  Law, 
73, 148. 

^  Before  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  if  the  heir  was  apprehensive  that  the  dowress 
intended  to  commit  waste,  he  might,  before  any  waste  done,  have  a  prohibition 
directed  to  the  sheriff,  that  he  should  not  permit  her  to  do  waste.  Co.  Litt.  53  b. ; 
2  Inst.  299,  300,  145.  And  she  was  punishable  by  attachment  thereupon,  if  after 
that  she  did  waste.  Fitzh.  N.  B.  55  (C) ;  Park,  Dow.  359.  And  she  had  a  keeper 
set  over  her  to  guard  against  future  waste.     2  Inst.  300. 

f  The  action  of  waste  was  abolished  in  England  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  27, 
{36. 

8  4  Kent,  77,  78  j  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  147-160;  Park,  Dow.  360. 

•  2  Inst.  146.  10  2  Inst  303. 
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mined,  that  under  these  words,  the  place  is  also  included.^  Black- 
stone,  in  commenting  upon  this  provision,  sajs:'  ''If  waste  be  done 
sparsim,  or  here  and  there,  all  over  a  wood,  the  whole  wood  shall 
be  recovered ;  or  if  in  several  rooms  of  a  house,  the  whole  house 
shall  be  forfeited  f  because  it  is  impracticable  for  the  reversioner 
to  enjoy  only  the  identical  places  wasted,  when  lying  interspersed 
with  the  other.  But  if  waste  be  done  only  in  one  end  of  a  wood, 
(or  perhaps  in  one  room  of  a  house,  if  that  can  be  conveniently 
separated  from  the  rest,)  that  part  only  is  the  lociis  vastatu^j  or 
thing  wasted,  and  that  only  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  reversioner."* 

23.  In  general  terms,  waste  may  be  defined  to  be,  a  spoiling  or 
destroying  of  the  estate  with  respect  to  buildings,  wood,  or  soil,  to 
the  lasting  injury  of  the  inheritance.  But  no  damage  resulting 
from  the  act  of  God,  as  lightning,  or  tempest;  or  from  public 
enemies,  as  an  invading  army;  or  from  the  reversioner  himself,  is 
waste.  There  are  two  kinds  of  waste,  voluntary  and  permissive. 
Voluntary  waste  is  that  ?rhich  results  from  actual  commission,  as 
felling  timber,  defacing  buildings,  opening  mines,  and  changing 
the  course  of  husbandry.  Permissive  waste  is  that  which  results 
from  omission,  as  suffering  buildings  or  other  improvements  to  go 
to  decay.' 

24.  It  seems  that  a  dowress  is  punishable,  not  only  for  volun- 
tary, but  also  for  permissive  waste,  although  the  English  books  do 
not  furnish  any  express  authority  to  that  effect.^  But  the  statute 
of  Anne,^  which  exempts  all  persons  from  actions  for  accidental 
fire,  except  in  the  case  of  special  agreements  between  landlord  and 
tenant,  is  supposed  to  extend  to  tenants  in  dower.^  But  it  does 
not  apply  where  the  fire  is  the  result  of  carelessness  on  the  part  of 
the  tenant.^  It  is  laid  down  with  respect  to  permissive  waste,  that 
there  is  no  remedy  after  the  death  of  the  tenant. ^^ 


1  2  Inst.  303.       s  2  Bl.  Com.  283.      '  Co.  Litt.  54  a.       «  2  iDSt.  304  ;  post,  {  44. 
B  Walker's  Amer.  Law,  2d  ed.,  272 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  281 ;  4  Kent,  76 ;  1  Wasbb.  R.  P., 
2d  ed.)  107,  et  teq. 

•  Park,  Dow.  357 ;  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  149,  pi.  22  j  Hargr.  Co.  Litt,  57  a.,  note  (1). 
See  post,  2  48. 

'  6  Anne,  ch.  31,  {{  6,  7.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  were  extended  bj  14  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  78. 

8  Park,  Dow.  357 ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  150,  pi.  25.  See  Hargr.  Co.  Litt.  57  a., 
note  (1);  post,  J  48. 

•  Filliter  v.  Phippard,  17  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  89  j  12  Jur.  202  ;  1 1  Q.  B.  347.  See 
Viscount  Canterbury  v.  Atto.-Gen.,  1  Ph.  306. 

10  Turner  v.  Buck,  22  Yin.  Abr.  523,  pi.  9;  Castlemain  v.  Craven,  Ibid  pi.  11; 
Lansdowne  v.  Lansdowne,  1  Jac.  k  Walk.  522 ;  1  Bright,  H.  &  W.  149,  pi.  21. 
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25.  If  the  tenant  in  dower  cut  down  timber  trees,  they  are  the 
property  of  the  heir  or  reversioner,  and  he  may  take  them  ;^  but  if 
a  house  fall  down  per  vim  venti,  in  the  time  of  tenant  in  dower, 
she  has  a  special  property  in  the  timber  to  rebuild  the  like  house 
for  her  habitation ;  and  if  she  fell  a  tree  for  the  purpose  of  repairs, 
she  has  a  special  property  in  it  to  that  purpose;  but  she  can  not 
give  or  sell  the  tree  so  felled.^  So,  if  she  dig  unopened  mines,  it 
will  be  waste;  but  she  may  work  mines  or  coal  pits  which  were 
opened  in  her  husband's  lifetime.* 

26.  If  the  dowress  enter  into  a  second  marriage,  and  her 
husband  commit  waste  and  die,  she  is  not  punishable  for  this.^ 
But  she  shall  answer  for  waste  done  by  a  stranger,  for  he  in  the 
reversion  can  not  have  any  remedy  but  against  the  tenant,  and  the 
tenant  has  remedy  over  against  the  wrong-doer,  and  shall  recover 
all  in  damages  against  him,  and  by  this  means  the  loss  shall  light 
upon  the  wrong-doer.* 

27.  At  common  law,  if  the  heir  granted  over  the  reversion,  his 
assignee  had  no  remedy  for  waste  done  by  the  tenant  in  dower, 
but  this  was  remedied  by  the  statute  of  Gloucester.®  And  in  respect 
of  the  privity  between  the  heir  and  the  tenant  in  dower,  the  heir 
shall  bring  his  action  of  waste  against  her  notwithstanding  she 
grants  over  her  estate,  and  as  well  for  waste  committed  by  her  as 
by  her  grantee;  and  he  shall  recover  the  place  wasted  against  the 
assignee  in  that  action,  and  damages  against  the  tenant  in  dower, 
who  shall  take  her  remedy  over.^  But  as  tenant  in  dower  can  hold 
of  none  but  the  heir  and  his  heirs  by  descent,  the  assignee  of  the 
beir  shall  not  have  his  action  of  waste  against  the  tenant  in  dower 

1  4  Co.  62  b. ;  Park,  Dow.  357. 

«  11  Co.  82 ;  Oro.  Eliz.  784 ;  5  Co.  13  b.     See  2  P.  Wms.  242. 

»  Gilb.  Dow.  391 ;  1  Taant.  411.     See  vol.  i.,  ch.  x.,  J  10. 

^15  Hen.  III. ;  Fitzh.  Waste,  133.  But  contra  said  to  be  held  in  Atkins  v.  Glover, 
MS.  note  by  Serjeant  Hill,  in  22  Yin.  Abr.  446,  Line.  Inn  Library.  Park,  Dow.  358, 
note. 

6  2  Inst.  303.        •  2  lost.  301 ;  11  Co.  83  b.;  Co.  Litt.  316  a.,  53  b.;  3  Co.  23  b. 

'  Fitz.  N.  B.  55  (E);  12  Hen.  IV.,  14;  30  Edw.  IIL,  16  b.;  38  Edw.  IIL,  23 ;  2 
Inst.  301 ;  3  Co.  23  b. ;  9  Co.  142  a. ;  Anon.  Brownl.  239 ;  Bro.  Waste,  pi.  76.  *<  And 
the  reason  wherefore  at  common  law  the  action  of  waste  did  lie  against  the  tenant 
in  dower,  or  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  albeit  they  had  assigned  over  their  estates,  was, 
because  no  action  of  waste  by  the  common  law  lay  against  the  assignee  for  waste 
done  after  the  assignment;  therefore  the  action  of  necessity  did  for  such  waste 
(after  the  assignment),  lie  against  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  tenant  in  dower, 
which  law  continues  to  this  day."    2  Inst.  300. 
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who  has  granted  over  her  estate,  but  against  her  assignee,  for  by 
the  grant  of  the  reversion  the  privity  is  destroyed.^  But  if  the 
feoffee  of  the  husband  endow  the  wife,  and  she  assign  over  her 
estate,  waste  lies  for  him  against  her;  for  (says  the  book),  the 
plaintiff  shall  not  suppose  in  his  writ  that  she  held  in  dower  of  him 
ex  assignationey  but  only  that  she  held  in  dower  of  his  heritage.* 

28.  If  tenant  in  dower  lease  for  her  life  to  him  in  reversion 
within  age,  who  never  takes  the  profits,  but  at  full  age  disagrees 
to  the  lease,  he  may  have  an  action  of  waste  for  waste  committed 
in  the  meantime.^ 

29.  It  was  formerly  doubted  in  England,  whether  the  assets  of 
one  who  had  committed  waste  were  liable  after  his  death,  on  the 
ground  that  waste  was  a  tort,  the  remedy  for  which  died  with  the 
person.  But  by  8  &  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  42,  §  2,  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, or  trespass  on  the  case,  may  be  brought  against  the  execntors 
or  administrators  of  any  person  deceased,  for  any  wrong  committed 
by  him  in  his  lifetime  to  another  in  respect  of  his  property,  pro- 
vided that  the  injury  has  been  committed  within  six  calendar  months 
before  such  person's  death,  and  the  action  be  brought  within  six 
calendar  months  after  the  executors  or  administrators  have  mider- 
taken  the  administration  of  the  estate.^ 

30.  Where  property  is  gained  by  a  wrongful  act,  the  party 
injured  may  waive  the  tort,  and  have  recourse  to  the  action  of 
assumpsit,^  which  survives  against  the  executors;  an  action  will 
therefore  lie  against  the  executors  of  a  tenant  for  life  for  the  pro- 
duce of  waste  committed;  and  as  the  demand  is  recoverable  out  of 
assets,  it  seems,  as  Mr.  Jacob  observes,^  that  a  bill  in  equity  will 
lie  for  the  same  purpose.^  ^^This,"  he  proceeds,  '^has  been  some- 
times questioned,  it  being  said  that  satisfaction  for  waste  committed 
is  to  be  decreed  in  equity  only  where  an  injunction  is  prayed  for, 


1  Co.  Lilt.  54  a.;  316  a.;  2  Inst.  301 ;  3  Co.  23  b.;  Fitsh.  N.  B.  56  (E,  F).    See 
post,  2  49. 

>  Fitzh.  N.  B.  56  (E)  n.  (e).    See,  also,  Fitzh.  N.  B.  55  (E)  n.  (a),  and  Djer, 
206  b. ;  Park,  Dow.  359-60. 

>  30  Edw.  III.  16 ;  Fitzh.  N.  B.  55  (B)  n.  (a) ;  Park,  Dow.  360. 

*  1  Bright,  H.  k  W.  148,  pi.  18. 

B  Hambly  v.  Trott,  Cowp.  371.    See  Lightly  v.  Cloaston,  1  Taant.  112 ;  Foster  v. 
Stewart,  3  M.  &  S.  191. 

•  1  Roper,  H.  k  W.  bj  Jacob,  421. 

^  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Knight,  1  P.  Wms.  406.    See  Garth  v.  Cotton,  3  AtL 
751;  1  Yes.  Sen.  524,  546;   1  Dick.  183. 
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upon  the  principle,  that  as  courts  of  equity  entertain  jurisdiction 
to  prevent  the  commission  of  further  waste,  they  may,  to  prevent 
multiplicity  of  suits,  at  the  same  time  give  a  remedy  for  the  waste 
which  has  been  committed.^  It  seems,  however,  to  be  a  question 
open  to  much  doubt  whether  this  be  the  only  principle  of  the  juris- 
diction ;*  if  it  be,  it  will  follow  that  the  account  can  not  be  decreed 
against  the  party  who  has  committed  the  waste,  unless  one  of  the 
objects  of  the  suit  be  an  injunction ;  and,  therefore,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  hid  estate,  the  only  remedy  against  him  will  be  by 
action.'  Bat  the  objection  that  the  demand  is  of  a  legal  nature 
will  not,  as  it  seems,  apply  after  his  death,  to  a  bill  in  equity  to 
affect  his  assets." 

Waste  in  the  United  States. 

81.  The  American  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  waste  is  somewhat 
varied  from  the  English  law,  and  is  more  enlarged,  and  better 
accommodated  to  the  circumstances  of  a  new  and  growing  country.^ 
But  in  many  of  the  States,  the  provision  in  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester, forfeiting  the  place  wasted,  has  been  substantially  re- 
enacted. 

82.  It  is  said  by  Mr.  Dane,  that  the  statute  of  Gloucester  was 
adopted  in  Massachusetts,  as  part  of  their  common  law,  as  to  the 
remedial  part  only,  but  not  as  to  the  forfeiture  or  treble  damages.^ 
On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Jackson,  in  his  treatise  on  Real  Actions,* 
considers  the  common  law  of  Massachusetts  to  be,  that  the  plaintiff 
will  generally,  in  the  action  of  waste,  recover  the  place  wasted  and 
treble  damages.  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  in  Carver  v.  Miller,''  inti- 
mated an  opinion  that  tenant  in  dower  is  liable  to  forfeit  for  waste, 
the  place  wasted  and  treble  damages.  The  supreme  court  decided, 
in  Padelford  v.  Padelford,®  the  question  of  the  forfeiture  for  waste 
on  estates  in  dower,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Dane. 
But  afterwards,  in  Sackett  v.  Sackett,^  the  question  was  much  more 
elaborately  discussed ;  and  the  conclusion  was,  that  the  rule  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  of  Gloucester  was  brought  over  by  the  colo- 

1  3  Atk.  262  ;  6  Ves.  Jr.  89 ;  9  7e8.  Jr.  346. 

s  See  Whitfield  v.  Bewit,  2  P.  Wms.  240;  Lee  v.  Alston,  1  Bro.  C.  G.  194;  3  Bro. 
G.  G.  37 ;  1  Yes.  Jr.  78 ;  Hony  t;.  Hony,  1  S.  ft  St.  568. 

•  As  in  Jesns  GoIIege  v.  Bioome,  3  Atk.  262 ;  Ambl.  54.    See  3  Atk.-  381. 
«  4  Kent)  76.    See  vol.  i.,  ch.  x.,  22  21-24. 

«  3  Dane,  Abr.  c.  78,  art.  11,  2  2;  art  13,  22  3-5 ;  art.  14,  2  2. 

•  Jackson,  Real  Act.  340.  i  Garrer  r.  Miller,  4  Mass.  559. 

•  Padelford  v.  Padelford,  7  Pick.  152.  •  Sackett  v,  Sackett,  8  Pick.  309. 
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nists,  when  tliey  first  emigrated,  as  part  of  the  common  law.*  The 
statute  of  1783,  gave  the  forfeiture  of  the  place  wasted,  and  single 
damages,  against  the  tenant  in  dower.  Bj  the  statute  now  in 
force,  if  the  tenant  in  dower  commit  or  suflFer  waste,  the  person 
having  the  next  immediate  estate  of  inheritance  may  recover  the 
place  wasted  and  the  amount  of  damages  done  to  the  premises,  in 
an  action  of  waste.* 

33.  It  was  decided  in  Maine,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v,  FoUans- 
hee,'  that  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  so  far  as  it  affected  tenants  in 
dower,  never  formed  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  that  State  ;  and 
that  an  action  of  waste  could  not  be  maintained  against  the  dow- 
ress.  It  was  suggested,  however,  that  an  action  on  the  case  in 
the  nature  of  waste,  to  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  actual 
waste,  might  be  supported ;  but  whether  the  tenant  in  dower  was 
liable  for  permissive  waste,^  wa«  left  undetermined.  A  similar 
decision  has  been  made  in  Georgia.^  But  now,  by  statute  in 
Maine,  if  tenant  in  dower  commit  or  suffer  waste,  she  forfeits  the 
place  wasted,  and  is  liable  for  the  damages  done  to  the  premises.* 

84.  In  the  following  States,  also,  a  dowress  who  is  guilty  of 
waste,  forfeits  the  place  wasted :  New  York,^  New  Jersey,®  North 
Carolina,®  Delaware,*^  Minnesota,"  Missouri,"  Kentucky,*^  Rhode 
Island,"  Illinois,^*  and  Ohio.'*    In  Minnesota,^^  judgment  for  forfei- 

1  4  KeDt,  80,  note;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  p.  121,  pi.  54. 

s  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  p.  470,  {  14;  p.  708,  {  1. 

>  Smith  V.  FoUansbee,  13  Me.  273.     See  Hasty  v.  Wheeler,  12  Me.  438. 

*  See  ante,  §{  23,  24.  <i  Parker  v.  Cham  bliss,  12  G«o.  235. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  1857,  p.  583,  JJ  1-3  ;  p.  606,  J  15.  The  reversioner  may  have 
an  action  of  waste  to  recover  the  place  wasted,  and  the  damages :  or  he  may  have 
an  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  waste  to  recover  his  damages  only ;  bat  he 
can  not  have  both.  Stetson  v.  Day,  51  Me.  434.  Taking  fuel  necessary  for  her 
own  use,  by  the  widow,  and  materials  for  the  repair  of  bnildings,  and  for  fences  on 
the  part  assigned  her,  from  any  woodland  of  which  she  is  endowed,  is  not  waste. 
Rev.  Stat.  1857,  p.  606,  §  15. 

»  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  p.  334,  ?  1 ;  p.  335,  §  10. 

B  Nixon's  Dig.  p.  868,  J  3.  A  court  of  equity  will  grant  an  injunction  to  prevent 
waste  by  the  dowress.     Brundage  v.  Goodfellow,  4  Halst.  Cb.  513. 

•  Rev.  Code,  N.  C.  1855,  p.  598,  {  3.        "  Del.  Code,  1852,  p.  293,  {J  1,  9. 

n  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  p.  597,  {  16.  "  2  Misso.  Rev.  Sut.  1855,  ch.  94,  {  42. 

IS  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ky.  by  Stanton,  p.  98,  2  !•     See  Robinson  v.  Miller,  2  B.  Mon. 
284,  292. 
1*  Rev.  Stat.  R.  I.  1857,  ch.  204,  J  1 ;  ch.  202,  2  20. 

1^  1  Stat.  111.  1858,  p.  156,  {  30.  For  negligent  or  inadvertent  waste,  the  widow 
is  liable  in  damages.    Ibid. 

w  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  p.  521,  2  15. 

"  Stat.  Minn.  1858,  ch.  64,  2  17  ;  ch.  36,  2  22. 
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ture  and  eviction  will  only  be  rendered  where  the  injury  to  the 
reversion  is  adjudged  in  the  action  to  be  equal  to  the  value  of  the 
tenant's  estate,  or  to  have  been  done  in  malice.  So  in  Indiana.^ 
In  lowa,^  the  reversioner  recovers  a  judgment  of  forfeiture  and 
eviction,  if  the  damages  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  tenant's  interest. 
In  New  Hampshire,*  Vermont,*  Mississippi,*  South  Carolina,® 
Michigan,^  Maryland,®  Virginia,^  Wisconsin,^^  and  Oregon,"  tenants 
in  dower  are  made  liable  in  damages  for  waste,  but  there  is  no  pro- 
vision for  forfeiture.'^  In  Connecticut,  on  neglect  of  the  widow  to 
keep  the  premises  assigned  for  her  dower  in  good  repair,  the  heir, 
or  person  entitled  thereto  at  her  decease,  may  make  complaint  to 
the  county  court  of  the  county,  or  to  the  court  of  probate  in  the 
district  in  which  the  lands  lie,  who  shall  order  so  much  of  the 
bouses  and  lands  to  be  delivered  to  the  next  heir  or  person  own- 
ing the  same,  for  so  long  a  term  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  court 
may  be  necessary  in  order  to  repair  such  defects  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits,  unless  the  widow  will  give  good  security  that  she  will 
leave  the  premises  in  suflScient  repair.** 

85.  Although,  as  has  been  before  observed,  the  rigor  of  the 
English  rule  in  regard  to  waste,  has  been  greatly  modified  in  this 
country,  it  is  nevertheless  enforced  in  some  of  the  States  with 
considerable  strictness.  Thus,  in  Massachusetts,  Maine,  and  New 
Hampshire,  a  widow  is  not  permitted  to  be  endowed  of  wild  land, 
because,  according  to  the  law  as  administered  in  those  States,  it 
would  be  waste  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  to  clear  the  land  and  fit  it 
for  cultivation.'*  But  in  a  number  of  the  States  a  more  liberal  rule 
prevails,  and  dower  may  not  only  be  had  in  wild  land,  but  the  dow- 


1  2  Rey.  Stat.  Ind.  1852,  p.  174,  ?  627.       »  Revision  Iowa,  1860,  p.  659,  J  3717. 

'  Comp.  Stat.  N.  H.  1853,  p.  420,  J  7.  The  consumption  by  the  widow  of  necea- 
sarjr  fuel  taken  from  the  dower  lands,  "  at  her  residence,  when  she  shall  not  reside 
on  her  dower,  shall  not  be  deemed  waste."  Ibid.  A  different  rule  formerly  pre- 
vailed.    Fuller  V.  Wason,  7  N.  H.  341.     See  Chase  v.  Hazelton,  7  N.  H.  175. 

•  Gen.  Stat.  Verm.  1863,  c.  55,  J  13.     *  Missis.  Rev.  Code,  1857,  p.  469,  art.  171. 

•  2  Brev.  Dig.  331.         ^  2  Mich.  Comp.  L.  1857,  ch.  89,  {  22  j  ch.  136,  J{  1,  6. 
8  1  Md.  Code,  p.  683,  {  290. 

•  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  566,  JJ  1,  4.  The  statute  of  Dec.  26,  1792,  imposed  a  forfei- 
ture for  waste.     1  R.  C.  ch.  117. 

w  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1858,  p.  f  48,  |  22 ;  p.  865,  JJ  1,  2,  4,  6. 

"  Stat.  Oregon,  1855,  p.  151,  J  16.  "  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  122,  note. 

IS  Stat.  Conn.  1854,  p.  382,  J  19.     See  Beers  v.  Strong,  Kirby's  Rep.  19. 

"  Vol.  i.,  ch.  X.,  ii  11-20. 
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ress  may  clear  a  portion  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  coltivation.^  In 
such  case,  however,  she  must  leave  wood  and  timber  sufficient  for 
the  permanent  use  of  the  farm.  And  it  is  a  question  of  fact,  for  a 
jury,  what  extent  of  wood  may  be  cut  down  without  exposing  the 
party  to  the  charge  of  waste.* 

36.  In  Pennsylvania,  in  passing  upon  the  right  of  the  dowress 
to  clear  a  proportion  of  woodland  assigned  her  for  dower,  the  court 
said:  ^^ There  was  a  material  difference  between  the  local  circum- 
stances of  this  State  and  of  Great  Britain.  It  would  be  an  outrage 
on  common  sense  to  suppose,  that  what  would  be  deemed  waste  in 
England,  could  receive  that  appellation  here.  Lands  in  general 
with  us  are  enhanced  by  being  cleared,  provided  a  proper  propor- 
tion of  woodland  is  preserved  for  the  maintenance  of  the  place. 
If  the  tenant  in  dower  clears  part  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her,  and 
does  not  exceed  the  relative  proportion  of  cleared  land,  considered 
as  to  the  whole  tract,  she  can  not  be  said  to  have  comnutted  waste 
thereby."'  In  a  later  case  in  the  same  State,  the  court  observed 
upon  this  point  as  follows :  ^^  With  regard  to  cutting  and  selling 
timber,  the  law  has  undoubtedly  undergone  some  change  from  what 
it  was  at  one  time  in  England.  It  is  not  waste  in  Pennsylvania  to 
turn  arable  land  into  meadow,  nor  vice  versa;  nor  is  it  waste  to 
clear  land  by  a  tenant  for  life.  But  there  is  a  due  and  reasonable 
medium  to  be  observed,  according  to  the  custom  of  farmers.  To 
cut  down  all  the  timber  on  a  tract  of  land  and  sell  it,  would  be 
waste,  because  it  would  be  injurious  and  detrimental  to  the  inheri- 
tance. The  question  is  not  whether  the  land  may  be  of  equal 
value  at  the  falling  in  of  the  life  estate  to  what  it  was  when  it  com- 
menced. But  it  is  whether  the  .inheritance  has  been  injured. 
Because  a  plantation  now,  although  entirely  stripped  of  its  forest, 
might  be  of  as  much  value  as  it  was  thirty  years  ago,  when  one- 
half  of  it  was  covered  with  timber ;  and  yet,  if  one-third  of  the  tim- 
ber remained,  it  might,  and  probably  would  be  now  worth  one-third 
more.  This  would  depend  upon  the  custom  of  farmers,  the  situa- 
tion of  the  country,  and  the  value  of  timber ;  and  would  be  estimated 
by  the  jury  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  under  the  instruction 
that  the  rule  is,  whether  the  inheritance  has  been  injured  or  not."* 

1  Vol.  i.,  ch.  z.,  a  21-24;  4  Kent,  76  ;  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  pp.  Ill,  255.  Jack- 
son V.  Brownson,  7  John.  227 ;  Hickman  v.  Irvine,  3  Dana,  123;  Keeler  v.  Eastman, 
11  Verm.  293 ;  Parkins  v,  Coxe,  2  Hayw.  339 ;  Giyens  v,  McGalmont,  4  WatU,  4e3. 

2  4  Kent,  76.  >  Hastings  v,  Grunckleton,  3  Yeates,  261. 
*  McCuUough  V.  Irvine,  13  Pa.  St,  (1  Harris),  438,  443. 
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87.  It  is  held,  that  the  strict  doctrine  of  the  common  law  in 
X"€gard  to  waste,  never  obtained  in  Ohio.^     And  where  the  dower 
Assigned  to  a  widow  consisted  of  certain  wholly  unimproved  unpro- 
ductive town  lots  and  a  tract  of  unimproved  woodland,  it  was 
decided,  that  she  might  sell  timber  growing  on  the  woodland  suffi- 
cient to  raise  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  pay  the  taxes 
already  due  upon  the  lots  and  land,  the  taxes  that  had  become  a  lien 
thereon,  and  to  pay  an  agent's  compensation  for  making  the  sales, 
paying  the  taxes  and  overseeing  the  premises  to  protect  them  from 
trespasses  or  other  injury;  and  that  such  sale  would  not  be  waste. 
It  was  also  held,  that  timber  cut  in  improving  the  land  belongs  to 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  not  to  the  reversioner.* 

88.  In  North  Carolina,  when  a  widow  has  dower  assigned  to  her 
in  a  tract  of  land,  the  reversion  of  which  is  divided  among  several 
diiferent  reversioners,  she  has,  in  general,  a  discretionary  right  to 
get  wood  for  repairs,  fire- wood,  &c.,  from  what  part  of  the  land 
she  pleases.'  But  it  seems,  that  in  an  extreme  case,  where  the 
widow  acts  out  of  mere  caprice  and  partiality,  with  a  view  to  favor 
one  at  the  expense  of  the  others,  a  court  of  equity  might  be  induced 
to  interfere.^  And  in  the  same  State,  waste  has  been  defined  to 
be,  an  unnecessary  cutting  down  and  disposing  of  timber,  or  destruc- 
tion thereof,  upon  woodland,  where  there  is  already  sufficient  cleared 
land  for  the  widow  to  cultivate,  and  over  and  above  what  is  neces- 
sary to  be  used  for  fuel,  fences,  plantation  utensils,  and  the  like ; 
but  as  it  respects  juniper  swamp  and  other  lands  similarly  circum- 
stanced, where  the  making  of  timber  into  staves  and  shingles  is  the 
only  use  to  be  made  of  the  land,  then  the  widow  shall  not  be  liable 
to  an  action  for  using  the  timber  according  to  the  ordinary  use 
made  of  the  same  in  that  part  of  the  country.^  Upon  the  same 
subject,  Johnston,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Ward  v.  Sheppard,^  remarked : 
^^It  was  decided,  that  waste  in  this  country  is  not  to  be  defined  by 
the  rules  of  the  English  law  in  all  respects ;  for  cutting  timber 
trees  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  the  lands,  was  not  waste  here, 
though  it  was  so  in  England.  If  lands  are  leased  to  a  lessee  in  an 
uncultivated  state,  he  must  of  necessity  have  the  power  to  clear, 

1  Crockett  v.  Crockett,  2  Ohio  St.  180 ;  Allen  v.  McCoy,  8  Ohio,  464. 

s  Crockett  v.  Crockett,  2  Ohio  St.  180. 

»  Post,  J  46.  *  Daiton  v.  Dalton,  1 1red.  Eq.  197. 

B  Ballentine  v,  Pojner,  2  Hajw.  110 ;  Martin  k  Hajw.  268. 

*  Ward  V,  Sheppard,  2  Hajw.  283 ;  Martin  k  fiajw.  461. 
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Otherwise  the  lease  would  be  of  no  profit  or  advantage  to  him.  The 
same  is  the  case  of  dower  lands.  It  is  proved  here,  or  attempted  to 
be  proved,  that  the  cleared  lands  were  not  enough  for  her  cultiva- 
tion, and  that  the  trees  were  cut  down  in  contemplation  of  making 
a  clearing.  What  shall  be  deemed  waste,  must,  in  a  considerable 
degree,  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  upon  evidence.  It  seems 
to  me  the  evidence  rather  proves  that  the  trees  were  cut  down  for 
sale.  The  jury  will  consider  whether  they  were  cut  down  for  this 
purpose  or  not;  and  if  they  shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  was  the 
design,  then  they  should  find  her  guilty  of  waste.  If,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  evidence  proves  that  they  were  cut  down  with  a  view  to 
clearing  the  land,  they  should  find  her  not  guilty." 

89.  In  Parkins  v,  Coxe,*  it  was  held  to  be  waste  to  cut  down 
timber  for  sale,^  or  to  make  tar  out  of  lightwood  on  the  land ;  but 
the  court  declared,  that  it  was  not  waste  to  destroy  timber  in  clear- 
ing the  land  for  cultivation,  or  to  cut  it  for  the  purpose  of  repairing 
buildings,  fences,  and  plantation  utensils;  and  that  only  is  to  be 
considered  waste  which  is  a  substantial  injury  to  the  inheritance.* 
But  a  widow  has  not  the  right  to  make  turpentine  upon  the  land 
assigned  to  her  in  dower,  which,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband  had 
not  been  used  for  that  purpose.  But  she  may  rightfully  use,  in  the 
ordinary  mode  of  making  turpentine,  trees  that  have  been  boxed  or 
tended  for  turpentine  in  his  lifetime;  and  she  may  box  new  trees 
as  those  already  boxed  become  unfit  for  use  so  as  not  to  enlarge  the 
crop  beyond  the  extent  produced  before  the  dower  was  assigned.* 

40.  In  Lambeth  v.  Warner,*  it  was  held,  that  a  widow  has  a 
right  to  clear  the  lands  assigned  to  her  for  dower,  for  the  purpose 
of  cultivation,  where  it  is  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate  ; 
provided  it  is  done  with  a  due  regard  to  the  proportion  of  wood  and 
cleared  land.^  The  clearing  of  sixteen  acres  in  addition  to  thirty 
acres  already  cleared  in  a  tract  of  two  hundred  and  forty  acres 
heavily  timbered,  was  considered  not  out  of  proportion  or  unreason- 
able, as  regards  the  rights  of  the  remainder-man. 

1  Parkins  v.  Coxe,  2  Huyw.  339;  Martin  &  Hayw.  517. 

*  To  the  same  effect,  Davis  v.  Gilliam,  5  Ired.  Eq.  308. 

*  Sbeppard  t?.  Sheppard,  2  Hayw.  382 ;  Martin  &  Hayw.  580. 

*  Carr  v  Carr,  4  Dev.  k  Bat.  Lr.  179. 

fi  Lambeth  v.  Warner,  2  Jones'  Eq.  165. 

>  To  the  same  effect,  Shine  v.  Wilcox,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq  631  ;  Davis  r.  GilHam, 
5  Ired.  Eq  308.  See  Bright  v.  VViJson,  Confer.  Rep.  24.  The  husband  of  a  tenant 
in  dower  is  not  liable  for  mere  permissive  waste,  after  the  death  of  bis  wife  iind  the 
surrender  of  his  possession.     Dozier  v.  Gregory,  1  Jones,  L.  100. 
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41.  It  is  held  in  Tennessee,  that  a  widow  takes  the  dower  estate 
with  the  rights  and  liabilities  to  which  it  is  subject  as  a  whole;  and 
although  she  destroy  all  the  timber  on  one  of  the  lots  included  in 
her  dower,  yet  if  the  whole  dower  estate  be  not  injured  thereby,  it 
will  not  be  waste.  Nor  is  it  waste  for  her  to  cut  timber  from  the 
lands  assigned  her  in  dower,  though  it  may  not  be  necessary  to  her 
support,  if  she  do  not  materially  injure  the  inheritance,  and  leave 
sufficient  for  the  permanent  use  of  the  estate  so  assigned.  If  the 
cleared  land  on  the  part  assigned,  be  old  and  worn,  and  the  pro- 
portion of  woodland  is  such  that  a  prudent  farmer  ^uld  consider 
it  necessary  to  reduce  a  portion  of  it  to  cultivation,  and  so  relieve 
the  old  land  from  excessive  cultivation,  such  clearing  would  not  be 
waste,  provided  sufficient  timber  for  the  permanent  use  of  the  dower 
estate  were  left.' 

42.  In  Kentucky,  to  remove  timber  prostrated  by  tempest,  is  not 
waste,  where  the  timber  is  valueless.^ 

43.  In  Alabama,  the  rule  is,  that  a  tenant  in  dower  has  the  right 
to  change  woodland  into  arable,  if  the  proportion  of  woodland  is 
such  that  a  prudent  farmer  would  consider  it  best  to  reduce  a  por- 
tion of  it  to  cultivation  ;  and  the  general  criterion  by  which  to 
determine  whether  wa«te  has  been  committed,  is  where  lascing 
damage  has  been  done  to  the  inheritance,  or  its  value  depreciated. 
Such  a  tenant,  however,  has  not  the  right,  at  pleasure,  to  cut  down, 
or  otherwise  injure,  the  growing  timber,  although  she  is  entitled  to 
what  is  necessary  for  fire- wood  and  for  the  repairs  of  buildings  and 
fences  on  the  dower  lands.  And  it  is  doubted  whether  she  has  the 
right,  under  any  pretence,  to  destroy  groves  of  timber,  or  trees 
planted  for  shade  or  ornament.^ 

44.  In  a  case  in  Maryland,  commissioners  appointed  to  make 
partition,  divided  an  estate  into  eight  parts,  and  assigned  a  third 
of  each  division  to  the  widow.  One  of  the  lots  was  unimproved  ; 
the  others  were  arable  lands.  It  was  held,  that  the  widow  was  not 
bound  to  use  each  parcel  as  if  her  husband  had  died  seized  only  of 
the  one  lot  to  which  such  parcel  belonged ;  but  might  take  from 
the  woodlot,  fuel  and  timber  for  the  use  of  the  cultivated  lands.* 

45.  The  following  points  were  decided  in  Rhode  Island :  Convert- 
ing meadow-land  into  pasture- land  is  not  waste,  unless  the  change 


1  Owen  V.  Hyde,  6  Yerg.  334.  «  Houghton  v.  Cooper,  6  B.  Mon.  281,  283. 

>  Alexander  v.  Fisher,  7  Ala.  514.         *  Childs  v.  Smith,  1  Md.  Gh.  Dec.  483. 

VOL.  II.  48 
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is  detrimental  to  the  inheritance,  or  contrary  to  the  ordinary  course 
of  good  husbandry.  Suffering  pastures  to  be  overgrown  with  brush 
is  waste  in  cases  where  it  would  not  be  permitted  by  a  man  of  ordi- 
nary prudence.  Gutting  and  selling  wood  off  the  farm  is  waste  ; 
but  the  reversioner  can  not  claim  a  forfeiture  on  this  account,  if  he 
has  assented  to  it  either  before  or  after  the  cutting.  Cutting  hoop- 
poles  is  waste  unless  it  is  the  ordinary  mode  of  managing  the  farm. 
If  the  ten9.nt  receive  a  house  in  such  a  state  that  it  is  not  reparable, 
he  is  not  bound  to  repair  it ;  but  it  is  waste  if  he  tear  down  such  a 
house,  and  he*  is  responsible  even  if  the  house  is  torn  down  after  he 
has  left  the  premises  and  without  his  consent.  The  removal  of  a 
building  built  by  the  tenant  and  not  affixed  to  the  freehold,  is  not 
waste.  Nor  is  it  waste  to  tear  down  a  barn  so  dilapidated  that  there 
is  danger  it  will  fall  upon  the  cattle.^ 

46.  It  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts,  that  to  cut  oak  trees  for 
fire- wood,  is  not  waste.  Nor  is  it  waste  in  a  tenant  in  dower  to  cut 
timber  on  one  parcel  of  land  to  make  repairs  on  another,  notwith- 
standing the  reversion  of  the  two  parcels  may  be  in  different  per- 
sons.^ It  is  waste,  however,  to  cut  timber  trees  and  sell  them  in 
exchange  for  fire-wood.  But  waste  by  cutting  two  trees  in  a  wood- 
lot  does  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  whole  land.^ 

47.  In  this  country,  as  in  England,  it  is  waste  in  a  dowress  to 
open  and  work  unopened  mines  in  the  lands  assigned  for  dower .^ 
But  if  the  mines  have  been  opened  in  the  husband's  lifetime,  she 
may  continue  to  work  them  after  his  death,  and  receive  and  enjoy 
the  products.^  She  is  entitled,  also,  to  penetrate  new  seams,  to 
sink  new  shafts,^  and  to  cut  fuel  and  timber  for  use  in  mining.' 
The  fact  that  the  husband  had  abandoned  the  mines  in  his  lifetime, 
will  make  no  difference  in  respect  to  the  widow's  right  to  work 
them  after  his  death,  if  they  are  included  in  the  assignment  of  her 
dower.® 


1  Glemence  v.  Steere,  1  R.  Is.  272.  >  Ante,  {  38. 

>  Padelford  v.  Padelford,  7  Pick.  152  ]  ante,  J  22.  *  Vol.  i.,  cb.  x.,  {{  4>10. 

A  Goates  v.  Cbeever,  1  Cow.  460;  Billings  v.  Taylor,  10  Pick.  460;  Moore  v.  Rol- 
lins, 45  Maine,  493;  Findlay  v.  Smiih,  6  Munf  134;  Crouch  v.  Purjear,  1  Rand. 
258 ;  Rockwell  v.  Morgan,  2  Beasl.  Ch.  (N.  J.)  384,  389 ;  Neel  v,  Neel,  19  Pa.  St.  R. 
323  ;  Irwin  v.  Covode,  24  Pa.  St.  R.  162. 

<  Findlay  v.  Smith,  6  Munf.  134 ;  Crouch  v.  Purjear,  1  Rand.  258 ;  Yol.  L,  ch.  x., 

8  9- 

7  Neel  V.  Neel,  19  Pa.  St.  323 ;  Findlay  v.  Smith,  6  Munf.  134. 

B  Coates  V.  Cheeyer,  1  Cow.  460 ;  vol.  i.,  ch.  z.,  2  10. 
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48.  The  English  statute  relieving  the  tenant  from  liability  on 
account  of  loss  arising  from  accidental  fires/  has  not  been  re-enacted 
to  any  considerable  extent  in  the  United  States.'  Upon  this  sub- 
ject, Chancellor  Kent  remarks :  '^  There  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  any  question  raised  and  judicially  decided  in  this  country, 
respecting  the  tenant's  responsibility  for  accidental  fires,  as  coming 
under  the  head  of  this  species  of  waste.  I  am  not  aware  that  the 
statute  of  Anne  has,  except  in  one  instance,  been  formally  adopted 
in  any  of  the  States.  It  was  intimated  upon  the  argument  in  the 
case  of  White  v.  Wagner,^  that  the  question  had  not  been  decided ; 
and  conflicting  suggestions  were  made  by  counsel.  Perhaps  the 
universal  silence  in  our  courts  upon  the  subject  of  any  such  respon- 
sibility of  the  tenant  for  accidental  fires,  is  presumptive  evidence 
that  the  doctrine  of  permissive  waste  has  never  been  introduced 
and  carried  to  that  extent  in  the  common  law  jurisprudence  of  the 
United  States."^  It  has  been  held  in  New  York,  that  the  statute 
of  Anne,  as  modified  by  the  14  Geo.  III.,  ch.  78,  has  become  a 
part  of  the  common  law  of  that  State  ;^  and  in  Delaware^  and  New 
Jersey,^  it  lias  been  expressly  adopted. 

49.  It  is  held  in  Massachusetts,  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine 
of  the  common  law,^  that  after  a  tenant  in  dower  has  assigned  her 
estate,  she  is  not  liable  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  for  waste 
committed  by  her  assignee,  either  in  an  action  of  waste  or  in  an 
action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  waste.  And  in  an  action  by 
the  assignee  of  the  reversion  against  a  tenant  in  dower  for  waste 
committed  by  her  assignee,  actual  possession  by  the  latter  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  assignment  to  him,  although  the  deed  of 
assignment  be  not  recorded  until  after  the  action  is  commenced.* 
The  court,  however,  in  the  case  cited,  recognize  the  principle,  that 
if  a  tenant  in  dower  assign  her  estate  to  a  third  person,  who  com- 

1  Ante,  2  24.  ^  >  4  Kent,  82. 

*  White  V,  Wagner,  4  Harr.  k  John.  381-5.  *  See  ante,  {  24. 

ft  Lansing  v.  Stone,  37  Barb.  15.  Bat  see  the  remarks  of  Denio,  J.,  in  Althorf  v. 
Wolfe,  22  N.  Y.  3tJ6. 

«  Rev.  Stat  Del.  1852,  ch.  88,  {  6. 

T  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  866,  {  8.  The  statute  was  adopted  in  this  State  in  1795. 
Elmer's  Dig.  593.  See,  also.  Smith,  Land,  k  Ten.,  Amer.  ed.  199,  note;  I  Greenl. 
Cruise,  133,  note;  1  Washb.  B.  P.,  2d  ed.,  117;  Barnard  v.  Poor,  21  Pick.  378 ; 
Maull  V.  Wilson,  2  Barring.  443  ;  Clark  v.  Foot,  8  John.  329. 

8  Ante,  2  27. 

•  Foot  p.  Dickinson,  2  Met.  611.    See  also.  Bates  v.  Shraeder,  13  John.  260. 
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mits  waste,  the  heir  of  the  reversioner  may  maintain  an  action 
against  her  for  such  waste,  on  account  of  the  privity  between  them. 
And  we  have  seen  that  the  rule,  as  established  in  the  English 
courts,  permits  the  assignee  of  the  heir  to  enforce  the  same  liability 
against  the  assignee  of  the  life  estate.^  By  statute  in  several  of 
the  States,  if  the  tenant  let  or  grant  her  estate  and  retain  possession 
and  commit  waste,  the  party  entitled  to  the  reversion  may  maintain 
his  action  therefor  against  her.' 

Non-payment  of  taxes, 

50.  In  Ohio,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  if  the  widow  neglect 
to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  upon  the  lands  assigned  for  her  dower, 
and  suffer  them  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  taxes,  and  do 
not,  within  one  year  after  such  sale,  redeem  the  same  according  to 
law,  she  shall  forfeit  her  estate  to  the  person  next  entitled  to  the 
reversion  or  remainder.'  So,  in  Maine,  it  is  waste  for  the  tenant 
to  neglect  to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  upon  the  estate  during  the 
tenancy,  and  thereby  subject  it  to  sale.  And  in  such  case,  the 
reversioner  may  have  an  action  of  waste  to  recover  the  premises, 
and  the  damages;  or  he  may  have  an  action  on  the  case  in  the 
nature  of  waste  to  recover  his  damages  only.*  If  the  tenant  deem 
the  taxes  illegal,  notice  of  that  should  be  given  to  the  reversioner, 
and  he  be  indemnified  against  loss,  if  payment  of  the  tax  is  to  be 
resisted.  In  an  action  against  the  tenant,  she  can  not  deny  the 
validity  of  the  sale  for  taxes,  because  under  the  statute  of  Maine, 
the  reversioner  can  not  do  so  until  he  has  paid  or  tendered  the  full 
amount  of  the  tax,  charges  and  interest,  for  which  the  sale  was 
made.^ 

51.  It  was  held,  in  a  case  in  Ohio,  that  a  sale  for  taxes  during 


1  Ante,  J  26-,  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  2d  ed.,  119. 

*  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p.  334,  J  2  j  Code  Va.  1849,  p.  566,  {  I ;  2  Rev.  Stat.  Kj.  by 
Stanton,  p.  98,  J  4;  Del.  Code,  1852,  p.  293,  J  2;  Nixon's  Dig.,  p.  868,  {  7;  Rev. 
Stat.  Wis.  1868,  p.  855,  J  2  ;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  p.  1258,  J  2.  For  a  fall  discus- 
sion of  the  subject  of  waste,  the  reader  is  referred  to  1  Washb.  R.  P.,  ch.  5,  {  4 ; 
1  Billiard,  R.  P.,  ch.  18  j  4  Kent,  76-82  j  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  tit.  3,  ch.  2. 

>  2  Rev.  Stat.  Ohio,  1464,  J  76.     See  McMillan  v.  Robbins,  5  Ohio,  28. 

<  Stetson  V.  Day,  5i  Maine,  434 ;  Varney  v.  Stevens,  22  Maine,  331  But  he  can 
not  have  both  actions.     Stetson  v.  Day,  supra.    See  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  tit.  3,  ch.  2, 

27,  28,  41  ;  4  Kent,  74. 

B  Stetson  V.  Day,  51  Maine,  434. 
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the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  extinguishes  the  right  of  dower.^  In 
Illinois,  in  the  case  of  Finch  v,  Brown,^  which  was  an  application 
bj  a  widow  to  redeem  a  tract  of  land  in  which  she  claimed  a  dower 
interest,  and  which  had  been  sold  in  her  husband's  lifetime,  the 
court,  in  speaking  of  her  right  of  dower,  said:  "Whether  this  right 
was  defeated  by  the  sale  for  taxes,  is  an  important  question,  which 
we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  now  to  discuss  or  decide.  It  will  more 
appropriately  arise  when  she  applies  to  have  her  dower  assigned 
under  the  statute."  Upon  which  Mr.  Blackwell  remarks:'  "This 
may  be  an  important  question,  but  it  is  easily  answered  under  the 
statute  of  Illinois.*  ^No  act,  deed,  or  conveyancei  performed  or 
executed  by  the  husband,  without  the  assent  of  his  wife,  evinced 
by  the  acknowledgment  thereof  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  shall 
pass  the  estate  of  a  married  woman ;  and  no  judgment  or  decree 
confessed  or  recovered  against  him,  and  no  lachesy  default,  covin, 
forfeiture,  or  crime  of  the  husband,  shall  prejudice  the  right  of  his 
wife  to  her  dower  or  jointure,  or  preclude  her  from  the  recovery 
thereof,  if  otherwise  entitled  thereto.'  This  statute  is  based  upon 
the  principle,  that  inasmuch  as  the  coverture  of  the  wife  makes  her 
dependent  upon  her  husband  for  the  means  necessary  to  protect 
her  own  interests,  that  no  neglect  of  the  husband  to  furnish  those 
means  shall,  in  any  manner,  aifect  her  rights  of  property.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  would  be  very  extraordinary  to  hold,  that 
the  widow  could  not  redeem,  because  she  had  no  vested  interest  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  and  then  decide  that  her  right  of  dower  was 
divested  by  the  tax  sale  on  account  of  the  laches  of  her  husband, 
in  not  paying  the  tax,  and  thus  protect  her  right  in  the  premises."^ 
52.  It  has  been  held  in  North  Carolina,  that  a  widow  who,  after 
the  death  of  her  husband,  occupies  his  residence,  his  children,  some 
of  whom  are  of  age,  living  with  her,  is  under  no  obligation  to  pay 
the  taxes  accruing  thereon  between  his  death  and  the  assignment 
of  her  dower.  Therefore,  a  purchase  by  her  of  the  premises,  for 
such  taxes,  made  after  the  assignment  of  dower,  without  actual 
fraud,  will  not  be  set  aside  in  favor  of  her  husband's  creditors.^ 

^  JoDes  V.  Devore,  8  Ohio  St.  430.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  opinion  of  Hall,  J., 
in  Branson  v.  Yancj,  1  Dev.  Eq.  77,  82. 

*  Finch  V.  Brown,  3  Gilman,  488.  >  Blackwell,  Tax  Titles,  2d  ed.  649. 
«  Rev.  Stat.  1845,  p.  200,  {  14. 

*  It  is  well  settled,  that  the  neglect  of  the  husband  to  assert  his  title  to  lands,  and 
in  permitting  the  statute  of  limitations  to  run  against  it,  will  not  prejudice  the  rights 
of  the  wife.    Ante,  ch.  zx.,  {  28. 

*  Branson  v.  Yancy,  1  Dev.  Eq.  77. 
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A  tabUj  arranged  by  Chancellor  Bland,  thowing  the  expectation  of  life  according  to  vari" 
ous  tables  prepared  in  England  and  in  the  United  Stales.  3  Bland's  Ch.  Rep.  pp.  238, 
239.     See  ante,  ch,  xxiv.,  H  13-17,  24. 
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8.92 

7.75  I     8.47 

74. 

75i     7.2 

6.54 

7.01 

6.43 

5.50 

5.78 

7.12 

8.46 

7.43       8.23 

75; 

761     6.8 

0.18 

6.69 

6.00 

5.22 

5.39 

6.69 

8.00 

7.06       7.78  j  76 

1    77i     6.4 

5.83 

6  40 

5.59 

4.94 

5.10 

6.23 

7.58 

6.72 

7.50  1   • . 

.    T8!     6.0 

5  48 

6.12 

5.20 

4.51 

4.80 

5  78 

7.19 

6.40 

7.25  ,   "ii 

791     5.5 

5.11 

5.80 

4.83 

4.41 

4.50 

5.35 

6.83 

6.15 

7.07 

79 

1    80      5.0 

4.75 

5.51 

4.50 

4.09 

4.22 

4.94 

6.50 

5  95 

6.97 

8u 

;  8li 

4.41 

5.21 

4.20 

3.86 

3.98 

4.55 

6.20 

5.86 

7.00     «I 

,    82 

4.09 

4.93 

3.91 

3.67 

3  77 

4.18 

5.89 

5.40       6.65 

82 

83 

3.80 

4.65 

3.65 

3.50 

355 

3.82 

5.57 

4.94       6.33 

83: 

84 

3.58 

4.39 

3.43 

3.36 

3.40 

3.46 

5.22 

4  50 

6.00 

84 

85 

3.37 

4.12 

3.23 

3.23 

3.23 

3.12 

4.84 

4  07 

5.85 

85 

86 

3.19 

3.90 

3.02 

3.07 

3.16 

2.81 

4.44 

3  66 

5.50 

86 

87 

3.01 

3.71 

2.82 

2.95 

3.01 

2.53 

4.03 

3.30 

5.17 

87 

88 

2.86 

3.59 

2.68 

2.78 

2.83 

2.31 

3.62 

3.00 

4.92 

881 

89 

2.66 

3.47 

2.37 

2.68 

2.57 

2.12 

3.21 

2.83 

4.75 

8& 

90 

2.41 

3.28 

2.19 

2.50 

2.26 

1.95 

2.83 

4.73 

90 

91 

2.09 

3.26 

2.10 

238 

2.06 

1.83 

2.49 

91 

92 

1.75 

3.37 

1.90 

2.18 

1.83 

1.65 

2.21 

92, 

93 

1.37 

3.48 

1.65 

1.96 

1.75 

1.49 

1.97 

93' 

94 

1.05 

3.53 

1.37 

1  87 

1.72 

1.34 

1.75 

94 

95 

0.75 

3.53 

1.25 

1.70 

1.70 

1.18 

1.55 

ifb 

96 

0.50 

3.46 

1.00 

1.50 

1.50 

0.97 

1.32 

96 

97 

3.28 

0.50 

1.00 

1.00 

•  0.75 

1.12 

97 

98 

3.07 

0.50 

0.94 

9S 

99 

2.77 

0.75 

99 

100 

2.28 

0.50 

100 

101 

1.79 

m 

102 

1.30 

102 

103 

0.83 

• 

103 
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B. 

Showinff  the  Expectation  of  LifSj  deduced  from  Dr.   WiggUtvoortKt  Table  of  Mortality, 

See  antej  cA.  xztv.,  {  24. 


Age. 

ExpeeUtioD. 

Age. 

Ezpeotailon. 

Age. 

Expectation. 

Age. 

ExpeetRtion. 

TSARS. 

TEARS. 

TBAB8. 

YBARB. 

TEARS. 

TBARS. 

TBAE8. 

TBARS. 

0 

28  15 

24 

32.70 

48 

22.27 

72 

9.14 

1 

36.78 

25 

32.33 

49 

21.72 

73 

8.69 

2 

38.74 

26 

31.93 

50 

21.17 

74 

8.25 

3 

40.01 

27 

31.50 

51 

20.61 

75 

7.83 

4 

40.73 

28 

31.08 

52 

20.06 

76 

7.40 

5 

40.88 

29 

30.66 

53 

19.49 

77 

6.99 

6 

40.69 

30 

30.35 

54 

18.92 

78 

6.59 

1 

40.47 

31 

29.83 

55 

18.35 

79 

6.21 

8 

40.14 

32 

29.43 

66 

17.78 

80 

6.86 

9 

39.72 

33 

29.02 

57 

17.20 

81 

5.50 

10 

39.23 

34 

28.62 

58 

16.63 

82 

6.16 

11 

38.64 

35 

28.22 

59 

16.04 

83 

4.87 

12 

38.02 

36 

27.78     s 

60 

15.45 

84 

4.66 

13 

37.41 

37 

27.34 

61 

14.86 

85 

4.57 

14 

36.79 

38 

26.91 

62 

14.26 

86 

4.21 

15 

36.17 

39 

26.47 

63 

13.66 

87 

3.90 

16 

35.76 

40 

26.04 

64 

13.05 

88 

3.67 

17 

35.37 

41 

25.61 

65 

12.43 

89 

3.56 

18 

34.98 

42 

25.19 

66 

11.96 

90 

3.73 

19 

34.59 

43 

24.77 

67 

11.48 

91 

3.32 

20 

34.22 

44 

24.35 

68 

11.01 

92 

3.12 

21 

33.84 

45 

23.92 

69 

10.50 

93 

2.40 

22 

33.46 

46 

23.37 

70 

10.06 

94 

1.98 

23 

33.08 

47 

22.83 

71 

9.60 

95 

1.62 
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c. 

Annuity  Table^  thowing  the  vcUue  of  an  Annuity  of  one  dollar  on  a  tingle  life,  aecordmg 
to  the  Carlisle  Table  of  Mortality.    See  <*^."  of  this  Appendix  for  the  CarliaU  Table. 


Age. 

1 

4  per  cent 

5  per  cent 
13.995 

6  per  cent. 

7  per  ceat 

8  per  cent 

9  per  cent. 

10  per  oent. 

16.554 

12.078 

10.605 

9.439 

8.502 

7.732 

2 

17.726 

14.983 

12.925 

11.342 

10.088 

9.080 

8  251 

3 

18.715 

15  824 

13.652 

11.978 

10.651 

9.584 

8.705 

4 

19.231 

16.271 

14.042 

12.322 

10.957 

9.858 

8.954 

5 

19.592 

16.590 

14.325 

12.574 

11.184 

10.064 

9.141 

6 

19.745 

16.735 

14.460 

12.698 

11.298 

10.168 

9  237 

7 

19.790 

16.790 

14.518 

12.756 

11.354 

10.221 

9.287 

8 

19.764 

16786 

14.526 

12.770 

11.371 

10.240 

9.306 

9 

19.691 

16.742 

14.500 

12.754 

11.362 

10.236 

9.304 

10 

19.583 

16.669 

14.448 

12.717 

11334 

10.214 

9.286 

11 

19.458 

16.581 

14.384 

12.669 

11.296 

10.183 

9.261 

12 

19.334 

16.494 

14.321 

12.621 

11.259 

10.153 

9.238 

13 

19.209 

16.406 

14.257 

12.572 

11.221 

10.123 

9  213 

14 

19.081 

16.316 

14,191 

12.522 

11.182 

10.091 

9.187 

15 

18.995 

16.227 

14.126 

12.473 

11.144 

10.061 

9.161    : 

16 

18.836 

16.144 

14.067 

12429 

11.111 

10.034 

9.140 

17 

18.721 

16.066 

14.012 

12389 

11.081 

10.011 

9.122 

18 

18.606 

15.987 

13.956 

12.348 

11.051 

9.988 

9.104 

19 

18.486 

15.904 

13.897 

12.305 

11.019 

9.963 

9.085 

20 

18.361 

15.817 

13.835 

12.259 

10.985 

9.937 

9.064 

21 

18.231 

15.726 

13.769 

12.210 

10.948 

9.909 

9.041 

22 

18.093 

15.628 

13.697 

12.156 

10.906 

9.876 

9.015 

23 

17.950 

15.525 

13.621 

12.098 

10.861 

9.841 

8.987 

24 

17.800 

15.417 

13.541 

12037 

10.813 

9.802 

8.955 

25 

17.644 

15.303 

13  456 

11.972 

10.762 

'  9,761 

8.921 

26 

17.485 

15.187 

13.368 

11.904 

10.709 

9.718 

8.886 

27 

17.320 

15.065 

13.275 

11.832 

10.652 

9.671 

8.847 

28 

17.154 

14.942 

13  182 

11.759 

10.594 

9.624 

8.808 

29 

16.996 

14.827 

13.096 

11.693 

10.542 

9.582 

8.773 

30 

16.852 

14.723 

13.020 

11.636 

10.498 

9.548 

8.747 

31 

16.705 

14.617 

12.942 

11.578 

10.454 

9.514 

8.719 

32 

16.552 

14.506 

12.860 

11.516 

10.407 

9.476 

8.690 

33 

16.390 

.  14.387 

12.771 

11.448 

10.355 

9.435 

8.657 

34 

16.219 

14.260 

12.676 

11.374 

10.297 

9.389 

8.619  . 

35 

16.041 

14.127 

12.573 

11.295 

10.235 

9.339 

8.578 

36 

15.855 

13.987 

12.465 

11.211 

10.168 

9.285 

8.534 

37 

15.665 

13.843 

12.354 

11.124 

10.098 

9,228 

8.488 

38 

16.471 

13.695 

12.239 

11.033 

10.026 

9.169 

8.439 

39 

15.271 

13.542 

12.120 

10.939 

9.950 

9.107 

8.388 

40 

15.073 

13.390 

12.002 

10.845 

9.875 

9.046 

8.337 

41 

14.883 

13.245 

11.890 

10.757 

9.805 

8.991 

8.292 

42 

14.694 

13.101 

11.779 

10.671 

9.737 

8.937 

8.249 

43 

14.505 

12.957 

11.668 

10.585 

9.669 

8.883 

8.206 

44 

14.308 

12.806 

11.551 

10.494 

9.597 

8.826 

8.160 

45 

14.104 

12.648 

11.428 

10.397 

9  520 

8  764 

8.111 

46 

13.889 

12.480 

11.296 

10.292 

9.436 

8.697 

8.056 

47 

13.662 

12.301 

11  154 

10.178 

9.344 

8.622 

7  995 

48 

13.419 

12.107 

10.998 

10.052 

9.241 

8.537 

7.92.^ 

49 

13.153 

11.892 

10.823 

9.908 

9.121 

8.437 

7.840 

50 

12.869 

11.660 

10.631 

9.749 

8.987 

8.324 

7.744 

51 

12.565 

11.410 

10.422 

9.573 

8.838 

8.197 

7.634 

52 

12.257 

11.154 

10.208 

9.392 

8.684 

8.064 

7.519 
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53 

4  p«r  oent. 

• 

5  per  oent 

9  per  eeut. 

7  per  eenL 

8  per  cent. 

9  per  oent 

10  per  cent 

11.945 

10.892 

9.988 

9.205 

8.523 

7.926 

7.399 

54 

11.626 

10.624 

9.761 

9.011 

8.356 

7.781 

7.272 

55 

11.299 

10.347 

9.524 

8.807 

8.179 

7.627 

7.137 

56 

10  966 

10.063 

9.280 

8.595 

7.995 

7.465 

6.994 

57 

10.625 

9.771 

9.027 

8.375 

7.802 

7.294 

6.843 

58 

10.286 

9.478 

8.772 

8.153 

7.606 

7.120 

6.687 

59 

9.963 

9.199 

8.529 

7.940 

7418 

6.954 

6.539 

60 

9.663 

8.940 

8.304 

7.743 

7.245 

6.800 

6.402 

61 

9.398 

8.712 

8.108 

7.572 

7.095 

6.669 

6.285 

62 

9.136 

8.487 

7.913 

7.403 

6.947 

6.539 

6.171 

63 

8.871 

8.258 

7.714 

7.229 

6.796 

6.404 

6.052 

64 

8.593 

8.016 

7.502 

7.042 

6.630 

6.258 

5.922 

65 

8,307 

7.765 

7.281 

6.847 

6.457 

6.104 

5.784 

66 

8.009 

7.503 

7.049 

6.641 

6.272 

5.938 

5.635 

67 

7.699 

7.227 

6.803 

6.421 

6.075 

5.760 

D.474 

68 

7.379 

6.941 

6.546 

6.189 

5.8G6 

5.570 

6.301 

69 

7.048 

6.643 

6.277 

6  945 

6.643 

6.368 

5.115 

70 

6.709 

6.336 

6.988 

5.690 

6.410 

6.153 

4.918 

71 

6.357 

6.015 

6.704 

5.420 

5.160 

4.923 

4.704 

72 

6.025 

5.711 

5.424 

6.162 

4.922 

4.701 

4.498 

73 

6.724 

5.435 

6.170 

4.927 

4.704 

4.499 

4.309 

74 

6.458 

5.190 

4.944 

4.719 

4.511 

4.319 

4.142 

75 

5.239 

4.989 

4.760 

4.549 

4.355 

4.175 

4.008 

76 

6.023 

4.792 

4.579 

4.382 

4.200 

4.031 

3.874 

77 

4.824 

4.609 

4.410 

4.227 

4.056 

3.898 

3.751 

78 

4.621 

4.422 

4.238 

4.067 

3.908 

3.760 

3.623 

79 

4.393 

4.210 

4.040 

3.883 

3.736 

3-599 

3.471 

80 

4.182 

4.015 

3.858 

3.713 

3.577 

3.450 

3.331 

81 

3.953 

3.799 

3.6.56 

3.523 

3.398 

3.282 

3.172 

82 

3.746 

3.606 

3.474 

3.352 

3.237 

3.130 

3.029 

83 

3.534 

3.406 

3.286 

3.174 

3.069 

2.970 

2.877 

84 

3.328 

3.211 

3.102 

2.999 

2.903 

2.813 

2.728 

85 

3.115 

3.009 

2.909 

2.815 

2.727 

2.644 

2.567 

86 

2.928 

2.830 

2.739 

2.652 

2.571 

2.495 

2.423 

87 

2.775 

2.685 

2.599 

2.519 

2.443 

2372 

2.304 

88 

2.683 

2.597 

2.515 

2.439 

2.366 

2.299 

2.234 

89 

2.577 

2.495 

2.417 

2.344 

2.276 

2.211 

2.150 

90 

2.416 

2.339 

2.266 

2.198 

2.133 

2.072 

2.015 

91 

2.398 

2.321 

2.248 

2.180 

2.115 

2.054 

1.997 

92 

2.491 

2.412 

2.337 

2.266 

2.198 

2.135 

2.075 

93 

2.599 

2.518 

2.440 

2.367 

2.297 

2.232 

2.170 

94 

2.649 

2.569 

2.492 

2.419 

2.350 

2.284 

2.221 

95 

2.674 

2.596 

2.522 

2.451 

2.383 

2.319 

2.258 

96 

2  627 

2.555 

2.486 

2.420 

2.358 

2.298 

2.239 

97 

2.492 

2.428 

2.368 

2.309 

2.253 

2.199 

2.150 

98 

2.332 

2.278 

2.227 

2.177 

2.129 

2.083 

2.039 

99 

2.087 

2.045 

2.004 

1.964 

1.926 

1.889 

1.856 

100 

1.652 

1.624 

1.596 

1.569 

1.543 

1.517 

1.493 
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D. 

Showinff  the  Value  of  an  Annuity  on  a  Single  Life,  at  every  Age^  deduced  from  the  Tabiea 

of  Dr.  Wiggleetcorth. 


Age. 
0 

a  per  ct. 

6  per  et. 

Age. 
25 

6  per  ct. 

6  per  ct. 

Age. 
50 

6  per  ct 

6  per  et. 

Age. 

5  p.  ct 

6p.  et 

9.802 

8.584 

13.574 

12.024 

11.487 

10.453 

75 

5  551 

5.284 

1 

12.877 

11.268 

26 

13.523 

11.987, 

51 

11.320 

10.317 

76 

5.284*  5.038; 

2 

13.625 

11.919 

27 

13.459 

11.938 

52 

11.146 

10.175 

77 

5  018 

4.793 

3 

14.155 

12.384 

28 

13.395 

11.890 

53 

10.965 

10.027 

78 

4.756 

4.550 

4 

14509 

12.698 

29 

13.332 

11.843 

54 

1 

10.777 

9.872 

79 

4.503 

4.315 

5 

14.668 

12.843 

30 

13.270 

11.797 

55 

10.581 

9.709 

80 

4.265 

4.093 

6 

14.711 

12.887 

31 

13.208 

11.752 

56 

10.376 

9.539 

81 

4.016 

3.860 

7 

14745 

12.925 

32 

13.148 

11.708 

57 

10.163 

9.359 

82 

3.775 

3.633 

8 

14.743 

12.931 

33 

13.090 

11.665 

58 

9.939 

9.171 

83 

3.568 

3.439 

9 

14.706 

12.906 

34 

13.033 

11.625 

59 

9.706 

8.972 

84 

3.42113.301 

10 

14.646 

12.862 

35 

12.978 

11.587 

60 

9.462 

8.763 

85 

3.380 

3  266 

11 

14.538 

12.775 

36 

12.901 

11.529 

61 

9.205 

8.541 

86 

3.105 

3.005 

12 

14.420 

12,679 

37 

12.825 

11472 

62 

8.936 

8.307 

87 

2.866 

2.777 

13 

14.296 

12.578 

38 

12.749 

11.416 

63 

8.654 

8.060 

88 

2.696 

2-615 

14 

14.167 

12.470 

39 

12  673 

11.360 

64 

8.356 

7.797 

89 

2.617 

15 

14.031 

12.357 

40 

12.598 

11.306 

65 

8.042 

7.517 

90 

2.805 

2.731 

16 

13.976 

12.315 

41 

12.525 

11.253 

66 

7.813 

7.317 

91 

2.481 

2.422 

17 

13.928 

12.279 

42 

12.452 

11.201 

67 

7.579 

7.110 

92 

2.097 

2.052 

18 

13.881 

12.244 

43 

12382 

11.152 

68 

7.340 

6.898 

93 

1.716 

1.683 

19 

13.835 

12.211 

44 

12.313 

11.105 

69 

7.095 

6.680 

94 

1.350 

1.327 

20 

13  791 

12.178 

45 

12238 

11.052 

70 

6.844 

6.456 

95 

1.03B 

1.022 

21 

13.749 

12.148 

46 

12.098 

10.942 

71 

6.589 

6.226 

96 

0.744 

0.734 

22 

13  702 

12.114 

47 

11.954 

10.827 

72 

6.328 

5.991 

97 

0.562 

0.555 

23 

1^.658 

12.082 

.48 

11.804 

10.707 

73 

6.064 

5.751 

98 

0.476 

0.472 

24 

13.615 

12.052 

49 

11.649 

10.583 

74 

5.807 

5.518 

99 

0.000 ; 

0.000 

This  table  exhibits  the  value  of  an  aDnuitj  oa  a  siagle  life  at  every  age.  Thoa, 
a  person  at  the  age  of  30  must  pay  $13.27  to  secure  an  annuity  of  one  dollar  per 
annum,  interest  being  at  5  per  cent.  ,*  or  $11.80,  interest  being  at  6  per  cent. — j 
AlmanaCj  1856,  pp.  227,  229. 
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A.  Table  torrupimding  with  the  Northampton  Table,  (see  ^^  A."  ofthia  Appendix),  thomng 
the  value  of  an  annuity  of  one  dollar,  at  eizper  cent,,  on  a  ttingle  life,  at  any  age  from 
one  year  to  ninety 'four,  inclusive, 

"The  whole  number,  and  part  or  parts  of  one  annual  payment  of  an  annuity, 
which  all  the  future  payments  are  worth  in  present  money,  is  called  the  nt^mber  of 
years'  purchase  the  annuity  is  worth,  and,  being  the  sum  of  the  present  values  of  all 
the  future  payments,  is  also  the  sum  which,  being  put  out  and  improved  at  com- 
pound interest,  will  just  suffice  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity." — 3  EncycL  Briiian, 
8th  ed.,  p.  233,  tit.  Annuities. 


Age. 

No.  of  yean*  pur- 
chase the  annuity 
is  worth. 

Age. 

No.  of  years'  pur- 
chase theaanutty 
is  worth. 

Age. 

No.  of  years'  pur- 
chase the  annuity 
is  worth. 

1 

10.107 

33 

11.423 

65 

6.841 

2 

11.724 

34 

11.331 

66 

6.625 

3 

12.348 

35 

11.236 

67 

6.405 

4 

12.769 

36 

11.137 

68 

6.179 

5 

12.962 

37 

11.035 

69 

5.949 

6 

13.156 

38 

10.929 

70 

5.716 

T 

13.275 

39 

10.819 

71 

5.479 

8 

13.337 

40 

10.705 

72 

5-241 

9 

13.335 

41 

10.589 

73 

4.781 

10 

13.285 

42 

10.473 

74 

4.565 

11 

13.212 

43 

10.356 

75 

4.354 

12 

13.130 

44 

10.235 

76 

4.154 

13 

13.044 

45 

10.110 

77 

3.952 

14 

12.953 

46 

9.980 

78 

3.742 

15 

12.857 

47 

9.846 

79 

3.514 

16 

12.755 

48 

9.707 

80 

3.281 

17 

12655 

49 

9.563 

81 

3.155 

18 

12.562 

50 

9.417 

82 

2.926 

19 

12.477 

51 

9.273 

83 

2.713 

20 

12.398 

52 

9.129 

84 

2.551 

21 

12.329 

53 

8.980 

85 

2.402 

22 

12.265 

54 

8.827 

86 

2.266 

23 

12.200 

55 

8.670 

87 

2.138 

24 

12.132 

56 

8.509 

88 

2.031 

25 

12.063 

67 

8.343 

89 

1.882 

26 

11.992 

58 

8.173 

.    90 

1.689 

27 

11.917 

59 

7.999 

91 

1.422 

28 

11.841 

60 

7.820 

92 

1.136 

29 

11.763 

61 

7.637 

93 

0.806 

30 

11.682 

62 

7.449 

94 

0.518 

31 

11.598 

63 

7.253 

32 

11.512 

64 

7.052 

RULE  FOB  COMPUTING  THB  VALUE  OF  THB  LIFB  BSTATB  OB  ANNUITY. 

Calculate  the  interest  at  six  per  cent.,  for  one  year,  upon  the  sum  to  the  income 
of  which  the  person  is  entitled  ;  multiply  this  interest  by  the  number  of  years'  pur- 
chase set  opposite  the  person's  age  in  the  table,  and  the  product  is  the  gross  value 
of  the  life  estate  of  such  person  in  said  sum. 

BXAMPLE. 

Suppose  a  widow's  age  is  37,  and  she  is  entitled  to  dower  in  real  estate  worth 
$350.75;  one-third  of  this  is  $116.9lf ;  interest  on  $116.91,  one  year,  at  six  per 
cent.,  is  $7.01 ;  the  number  of  yeais'  purchase  which  an  annuity  of  one  dollar  is 
worth,  at  the  age  of  37,  as  appears  by  the  table,  is  1 1  years  and  035.1000  parts  of  a 
year,  which,  multiplied  by  $7.01,  the  incomefor  one  year,  gives  $77.35  and  a  fraction, 
as  the  gross  value  of  her  right  of  dower. — Dayton  on  Surrogates,  Appendix,  Ixvi. 
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P. 

Skowinff  the  present  value  of  a  Life- Right  in  the  income  o/$100,  at  every  age,  calmUHwg 
the  inlereet  at  5  and  at  6  per  cent.^  according  to  Dr,  Wiggletworth'e  Table  of  Mortaiity. 


Age. 
0 

1 
[ntereal  Intereet 

Age. 
24 

Interest 

Interest 

Age, 

48 

Interest 

iBterest 

Age. 
72 

Interest 

lat.  6 

0  perct. 

6  perct. 

d  peret. 

6  peret. 

5  perct. 

6  perct. 

5perct 

per  et. 

49.01 

51  50 

68.08 

72.31 

59.02 

64  24 

31.64 

35.95 

1 

64  39 

67.61 

25 

67  87 

72.14 

49 

58.25 

63.50 

73 

30.32 

34.51 

2 

68.13 

71.51 

26 

67.62 

71.92 

50 

57.44 

62.72 

74 

29.04 

33.11 

3 

70.78     74.30 

27 

67.30 

71.63 

61 

56.60 

61.90 

75 

27.76 

31.70; 

4 

72  55     76.19 

28 

66.98 

71.34 

52 

55.73 

61.05 

76 

26.42 

30  23 

5 

73.34 

77.06 

29 

66.66 

7K06 

53 

54.83 

60.16 

77 

25.09 

28.76 

6 

73.56 

77.32 

30 

66.35 

70.78 

54 

53.89 

59  23 

78 

23.78 

27.30 

7 

73.73 

77.65 

31 

66.04 

70.51 

55 

52.91 

58  25 

79 

22.52 

25  S9 

8 

73.72 

77.59 

32 

66.74 

70.25 

56 

51.88 

57,23 

80 

21  33 

24.56 

9 

73.53 

77.44 

33 

65.45 

69.99 

57 

50  82 

56.16 

81 

20.08 

23.1GI 

10 

73.23  1   77.17 

34 

66.17 

69.75 

58 

49.70 

55.03 

82 

18.88 

21.80 

11 

72.69 

76.65 

35 

64.89 

69.52 

59 

48  53 

53,83 

83 

17  84 

20.*:3 

12 

72.10 

76  07 

36 

64.51 

69.17 

60 

47.31 

52.58 

84 

17.11 

19.81 

13 

71.48 

75  47 

37 

64.13 

68.83 

61 

46.03 

51  25 

85 

16.90 

19.60 

14 

70.84 

74.82 

38 

63.75 

68.50 

62 

44.68 

49.84 

86 

15.53 

18.03' 

15 

70.16 

74.14 

39 

63.37 

68.16 

63 

43.27 

48.36 

87 

14.33 

16  66. 

16 

69.88 

73.89 

40 

62.99 

67.84 

64 

41.78 

46.78 

88 

l'6A^ 

15.69 

17 

69.64 

73.67 

41 

62.63 

67.62 

65 

40.21 

45  10 

89 

13.09 

15.25 

18 

69  41 

73.46 

42 

62.26 

67.21 

66 

39.07 

43  90 

90 

14.03 

16  39 

19 

69.18 

73  27 

43 

61.91     66.91 

67 

37  90 

42.66 

91 

12.41 

14.53! 

20 

68.96 

73  07 

44 

61.57 

66.63 

68 

36.70 

41,39 

92 

10  4«'     12.31 

21 

68.75 

72.89 

45 

61  19 

66.31 

69 

35.48 

40.08 

93 

8.5i-     10.10 

22 

68.51 

72.68 

46 

60.49 

65.65 

70 

34.22 

38  74 

94 

6.7f       7.96 

23 

68.29 

72  49 

|47 
1 

69.77 

64.96 

71 

32.95 

37.36 

95 

5.19      6.13 

Thia  table  exhibits  the  value  of  a  life-right  in  the  income  of  $100,  sapposiog  the 
rate  of  interest  to  be  five  or  six  per  cent.  Thus,  the  value  of  the  life-right  of  a 
person  aged  50,  interest  being  6  per  cent.,  is  62.72  per  cent.  Subtracting  this  from 
$100,  leaves  the  present  value  of  the  reversion  37.28  per  cent.  Hence,  if  the  estate 
was  worth  $10,000,  the  present  value  of  the  life-right  would  be  $6272  and  the 
present  value  of  the  reversion  $3728. — Amer.  AlmanaCj  1856,  pp.  227-8. 
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G. 

Shovoing  the  value  of  a  Widow^e  Dower  in  the  income  of  $100,  at  every  age^  calculating 
the  interest  at  5  and  at  6  per  cent.,  according  to  Dr.  Wiggletworth'e  Table  of  Mortality. 


Age. 
0 

5perct. 

6  perct. 

Age. 
24 

6  per  ct. 

6  per  ct. 

Age. 
48 

!>  per  ct. 

6  perct. 

Age. 
72 

A  perct. 

6  per  ct. 

16.34 

17.17 

22.69 

24.10 

19.67 

21.41 

10.55 

11.98 

I 

21.46 

22.54 

25 

22.62 

24.05 

49 

19.42 

21.17 

73 

10.11 

11.50 

2 

22.71 

23  84 

26 

22.54 

23.97 

50 

19.15 

20.91 

74 

9.68 

11.04 

3 

23.f>9 

2477 

27 

22.43 

23.88 

51 

18.87 

20  63 

75 

9.25 

10.57 

4 

24.18 

25.40 

28 

22.33 

23.78 

52 

18.58 

20.35 

76 

8.8  L 

10.08 

5 

24.45 

25.69 

29 

22.22 

23.69 

53 

18.28 

20.05 

77 

8.36 

9.59 

6 

24  52 

25.77 

30 

22  12 

23.59 

54 

17.96 

19.74 

78 

7.93 

9.10 

7 

24.58 

25.85 

31 

22.01 

23.50 

55 

17.64 

19.42 

79 

7.51 

8.63 

8 

24.67 

25.86 

32 

21.91 

23.42 

56 

17.29 

19.08 

80 

7.11 

8.19 

9 

24.51 

25.81 

33 

21.82 

23.33 

57 

16  94 

18.72 

81 

6.69 

7.72 

10 

24.41 

25.72 

34 

21.72 

23.25 

58 

16.57 

18.34 

82 

6.29 

7.27 

11 

24.23 

25.55 

35 

21.63 

23.17 

59 

16.18 

17.94 

83 

5.96 

6.88 

12 

24.03 

25.36 

36 

21.50 

23.06 

60 

16.77 

17.53 

84 

5  70 

6.60 

13 

23.83 

2'>.16 

37 

21.38 

22.94 

61 

15.34 

17.08 

85 

5.63 

6.53 

14 

23,61 

24.94 

38 

21.25 

22.83 

62 

14.89 

16.61 

86 

5.18 

6.01 

15 

23  39 

24.71 

39 

21.12 

22.72 

63 

14.42 

16.12 

87 

4.78 

6.55 

16 

23.29 

2463 

40 

21.00 

22  61 

64 

13.93 

15.59 

88 

4.49 

6.23 

IV 

23  21 

24.56 

41 

20.88 

22.51 

65 

13.40 

15.03 

89 

4.36 

5.08 

18 

23.14 

24.49 

42 

20  75 

22.40 

66 

13  02 

14.63 

90 

4.68 

5.46 

19 

23.06 

24.42 

43 

20.64 

22.30 

67 

12.63 

14.22 

91 

4.14 

4.84 

20 

22  99 

24.36 

44 

20.52 

22.21 

68 

12.23 

13.80 

92 

3.50 

4.10 

21 

22  92 

24.30, 

45 

20.40 

22.10 

69 

11.83 

13.36 

93 

2.86 

3.37 

22 

22.84 

24.23 

46 

20.16 

21.88 

70 

11.41 

12.91 

94 

2.25 

2.65 

23 

22.76 

24.16 

47 

19.92 

21.65 

71 

10.98 

12.45 

95 

1.73 

2.04 

This  table  exhibits  the  value  of  a  widow'»  dower  in  the  income  of  $100.  It  is 
exactly  ooe-third  of  the  valae  given  bj  table  F.  Thus,  if  a  widow  has  a  right  of 
dower  in  an  estate  worth  $3000,  her  age  being  40  years,  and  the  rate  of  interest  6 
per  cent.,  we  should  find  by  the  table  the  present  value  of  her  life-right  to  be  worth 
21  per  cent.;  hence  we  get  the  present  valuie  of  her  dower,  $630.  We  get  nearly 
the  same  result  from  table  F.,  where  the  life-right  is  62.99  per  cent,  on  her  third 
part  of  33000,  or  $1000  set  off  to  her  for  dower,  making  its  present  value  $629.90. — 
Amer,  Almanac,  1856,  pp.  227,  229. 
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VALUE  OF  THE 

Tablb,  ihomng  thepreaent  value  of  the  Right  of  Dower  of  a  Marrid 

In  the  following  Ubie,  as  given  by  Mr.  Bowditcb,  the  age  of  the  husband,  like  that  of  (he 
wife,  begins  with  16  yeure,  and  embraces  all  the  even  numbers  to  the  age  of  90  years,  inclnsirf : 
but  with  respect  to  the  husband,  the  ages  16,  18,  20,  24,  28,  78,  82,  86,  88,  and  90,  are  here 
omitted,  in  order  to  reduce  the  table  to  the  width  of  the  page.  The  ages  near  the  two  extremes 
are  those  which  will  be  most  rarely  wanted  in  such  a  tAble. 


Age  of  the  Husband. 

16 

22 

26 

30 

1 

32 

34 
5.14 

36 
5.43 

38 
5.73 

40 
6.06 

42 
6.42 

44 
6.81 

46 
7.25 

48 
7.74 

60 

52 

• 

54 

3.68'  4.10 

4.58'  i  4.85 

8.42 

9.18'  9.93  16 

18  3.67   3.99  4.51.   4  76i  5.03 

5.29 

5.65 

5.99 

6.35 

6.73 

7.08 

7.57 

8.21 

8  96' 9.71  is; 

20   3.46 

._  1 

3.88   4.38    4.64 

!        r 

4.92 

5.16 

5.49 

5.86 

6.22 

6.6U 

6.90   7.38 

8.00 

8.74  9.49  30| 

22  3..33  3.77 

4.25! 

4.46 

4.74 

5.00 

5.33 

5.69 

6.03 

6.43 

6.72 

7.19 

7.79 

8  52  9.27  22 

24'  3.23;  3.66 

4.111 

4.32 

4.57 

4.85 

5.17 

5.6U 

5.85 

6.18 

6.54  6.99 

7.58 

8.30  9.05  24; 

26   3.12   3.53 

3.97 

4.18 

4.42 

4.70 

5.01 

5.35 

5.66 

6.98 

6.36   6.79 

7.37 

8.08  8.83  26 

28  3.01   3.41 

3.83 

4.03 

4.26 

4.54 

4.84 

5.17 

5.47 

5.78 

6.17 

6.59 

7.1.' 

7.85  8.60  28 

30 

2.90 ;  3.28 

3.69 

3.88 

4.10 

4.38 

4.66 

4.99 

5.28 

5.58 

5.96 

6.38 

6.93 

7.61    8.36  311 ' 

1 

32 

2.79 

3.15 

3.56 

3.73 

3.94 

4.21 

4.48 

4.80 

5.09 

5.38 

5.74 

6.16 

6.70 

7.36;  8.08  32 

34 

2.08 

3.02 

3.40 

3.57 

3.78 

4.03 

4.30 

4.60 

4.88 

5.17 

5.51 

6.92 

6.45 

7.10 

7.80  Z\ 

36 

2.56 

2.89 

3.26 

3.41 

3.61 

3.85 

4.11 

4.40 

4.66 

4.94 

6.26 

5.66 

6.18 

6.83 

7.51  U 

38 

2.44 

2.76 

3.10 

3.25 

3.44 

3.67 

3.92 

4.19 

4.44 

4.70 

5.00 

5.39 

5.90 

6.53 

7.21  38 

40 

2.32 

2.62 

2.95 

3.09 

3.27 

3.49 

3.72 

3.9^* 

4.22 

4.46 

4.74 

5.11 

5.61 

6.22 

6.89  40 

42 

2.20 

2.48 

2.79 

2.93 

3.10 

3.30 

3.52 

3-76 

3.99 

4.22 

4.48 

4.83 

5.31 

5.90 

6.66  42 

44 

2.07 

2.34 

2.63 

2.76 

2.92 

3.11 

3.32 

3.64 

3.76 

3.98 

4.22 

4.56 

4.99 

557 

6.31  ;44 

• 

•16 

1.94 

2.21 

2.47 

2.59 

2.73 

2.92 

3.12 

3.32 

3.60 

3.71 

3.96 

4.26 

4.67 

5.22 

6.84;4fi 

48 

1.85 

2.10 

2.31 

2.42 

2.54 

2.76 

2.91 

3.10 

3.26 

3.44 

3.71 

3.97 

4.36 

4.85 

5.45  4h 

50 

1.71 

1.92 

2.15 

2.24 

2.35 

2.56 

2.71 

2.87 

3.00 

3.17 

3.49 

3.75 

4.03 

4.48 

5.05  611 

ua 

62 

1.54 

1.74 

1.96 

2.06 

2.18 

2.31 

2.45 

2.60 

2.76 

2.90 

3.18 

1 
3.46  3.781 

4.12 

4.63  52 

o 

64 

1.40 

1.58 

1.77 

187 

1.97 

2.08 

2.21 

2.34 

12.48 

2.63 

2  81,  3.05' 3.37 

3.77)  4.21  54 

1^ 

66 

1.30 

1.44 

1.61 

1.70 

1.79 

1.89 

1.99 

2.10 

2.22 

2.35 

2.50 1  2.72  3.00 

3.36   3.80  66 

< 

68 

1.17 

1.32 

1.48 

,1.56 

1.64 

1.72 

1.81 

1.90 

2.00 

2.11 

2.24  2.39  2.59 

2.87"  3.2:  6S 

r 

60 

1.03 

1.17 

1.32 

1.40 

1.48 

1.66 

1.66 

1.74 

1.84 

1.96 

2.07 

2.20 

2.35 

2.57;  2.89  eo; 

62 

0.91 

1.03 

1.16 

1.23 

1.30 

1.37 

1.45 

1.54 

1.63 

1.73 

1.86 

1.99 

2.17 

2.38  2.64  62 

64 

0.82 

0.92   1.03 

1.09 

1.16 

1.23 

1.30 

1.37 

1-44 

1.51 

1.61 

1.75 

1.93 

2.16  2.41  6i 

66 

0.74 

0.82;  0.92 

0.97 

1.02 

1.08 

.1.13 

1.19 

1.26 

1.31 

1.37 

1.47 

1.63 

1.85  2.12  M 

OS 

0.66 

0.73!  0.82 

:o.86 

0.91 

0  96 

l.Ol 

1.06 

I.IO 

1.15 

1.20 

1.26 

1.36 

1.54   1.79  H8 

70 

0.54 

0.62 

0.70 

'0-74 

0.78 

0.83 

0.87 

0.92 

0.97 

1.02 

1.07 

1.12 

1.17 

1.27   1.43  70, 

72 

0.44 

0.60 

0.57 

0.61 

0.65 

0.69 

0.73 

0.77 

0.81 

0.85 

0.90 

0.96 

1.03 

1.11'  1.22  72 

74 

0.38 

0.43 

0.49 

0.62 

0.66 

0.68 

0.61 

0.64 

0.68 

0.71 

0.76 

0.86 

0.89 

0.98'  l.OS  74 

76 

0.35 

0.38 

0.42 

0.45 

0.48 

0.51 

0.53 

0.56 

0.58 

0.60 

0  63 

0.67 

0.73 

0.82  0.94  76 

78 

0.30 

0.34 

0.38 

0.40 

0.43 

0.45 

0.47 

0.49 

0.50 

0.52 

0.53 

0.55 

0.60 

0.681  0.79;7^, 

80 

0.24 

0.28 

0.32 

0.34 

0.36 

0.38 

0.41 

0.43 

0.44 

0.46 

0.47 

0.48 

0.50 

0.55  0.64 

80; 

82 

0.20 

0.22 

0.25 

0.27 

0.29 

0.32 

0.34 

036 

0.38 

0.40 

0.41 

0.43 

0.45 

0.47 

0.52 

82 

84 

0.17 

0.18 

0.21 

10.23 

0.24 

0.25 

0.27 

0.29 

0.30 

0.32 

0.34 

0.37 

0.40 

0.42'  0.46  84 

86 

0.14 

0.16 

0.18 

i0.19 

0.20 

0.21 

0.22 

0.23 

0.26 

0.26 

0.27 

•'.29 

0.32 

0.36,  0.40 i  86 

88 

0.13 

0.15 

0.17 

10.18 

0.19 

0.20 

0.21 

0.21 

0.22 

0.22 

0.23 

0.24 

0.26 

0.30!  0..H5 

b8 

00 

0.11 

0.13 

0.16 

0.16 

0.17 

0.18 

0.19 

0.2< 

0.21 

0.21 

0.22 

0.22 

0.23 

0.26.  0.29 

90 

22 

26 

30 

32 

1 

34 

36 

38 

40 

,  42 

1 

44 

46 

48 

50 

52 

54 
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RIGHT  OF  DOWER. 


Womarij  m  an  estate  worth  $100,  provided  the  survivee  her  Husband  * 

The  table  is  to  be  entered  at  tbe  top  with  the  age  of  the  husband,  and  at  the  side  with  the  age 
of  the  wife;  under  the  former  and  opposite  to  the  latter  is  the  present  value  of  the  dower-right  in 
an  estate  worth  one  hundred  dollars. 

Thus,  if  tbe  age  of  the  husband  be  50  years,  and  that  of  the  wife  32  years,  the  present  value  of 
tbe  dower  in  $100  is  $6.70;  so  that  if  the  estate  be  worth  $10,000,  the  present  value  of  the  dower- 
right  would  be  $670. — Ameriean  Almanac,  1856,  pp.  230-31. 


V 

Age  of  the  Husband 

• 

16 

I 

58 

60 

62 

64 

66 

68 

70 

72 

74 

76 

80 

84 

16 

10.60 

11.62 

12.48 

13.20 

13.86 

14.67 

15.63 

16.62 

17.74 

18.53 

19.27 

20.78 

22.10 

18 

10.51 

11.40 

12.24 

12.96 

18.63 

14.45 

15.39 

16.41 

17.51 

18.31 

19.03 

20.48 

21.86 

18 

20 
22 

10.30 

11.18 

12.03 

12.72 

13.40 

14.22 

15.15 

16.18 

17.26 

18.08 

18.78 

20.18 

21.62 

20 
22 

10.09 

10.95 

11.80 

12.48 

13.17 

13.98 

14.90 

15.93 

16.09 

17.85 

18.56 

19.87 

21.34 

24 

9.86 

10.71 

11.56 

12.23 

12.94 

18.73 

14.63 

15.66 

16.74 

17.60 

18.25 

19.57 

21.05 

24 

26 

9.62 

10.47 

11.30 

11.97 

12.69 

13.46 

14.35 

15.37 

16.46 

17.34 

17.96 

19.26 

20.77 

26 

28 

9.87 

10.22 

11.03 

11.70 

12.42 

13.18 

14.05 

15.06 

16.15 

17.06 

17.66 

18.96 

20.47 

28 

30 
32 

9.11 

9.96 

10.75 

11.42 

12.13 

12.88 

13.74 

14.74 

15.82 

16.76 

17.34 

18.65 

20.14 

30 
32 

8.84 

9.69 

10.46 

11.13 

11.82 

12.57 

13.42 

14.41 

15.48 

16.40 

17.00 

18.32 

19.78 

34 

.8.66 

9.40 

10.15 

10.82 

11.50 

12.25 

13.09 

14.07 

15.12 

16.01 

16.65 

17.96 

19.39 

34 

36 

8.26 

9.08 

9.82 

10.49 

11.16 

11.92 

12.76 

13.71 

14.74 

15.62 

16.28 

17.57 

19.00 

36 

38 

7.95 

8.75 

9.48 

10.13 

10.80 

11.57 

12.39 

13.33 

14.34 

15.22 

16.89 

17.15 

18.59 

38 

40 
42 

7.62 

8.41 

9.13 

9.76 

10.42 

11.19 

12.00 

12.93 

13.93 

14.80 

15.47 

16.72 

18.16 
17.70 

40 
42 

7.27 

8.04 

8.76 

9.37 

10.02 

10.78 

11.58 

12.50 

13.52 

14.37 

15.03 

16.26 

^ 

44 

6.91 

7.65 

8.37 

.  8.96 

7.60 

10.34 

11.13 

12.04 

13.08 

13.92 

14.56 

15.76 

17.22 

44 

46 

6.53 

7.25 

7.95 

8.52 

9.15 

9.87 

10.65 

11.54 

12.59 

13.52 

14.06 

16.22 

16.70 

46 

• 

-3 

48 

6.10 

6.84 

7.49 

8.04 

8.66 

9.37 

10.15 

11.00 

12.03 

12.72 

13.50 

14.65 

16.10 

48 

50 
52 

5.64 

6.17 

7.01 

7.62 

8.12 

8.83 

9.61 

10.43 

11.39 

11.90 

12.87 

14.05 

15.41 

50 
52 

5.28 

5.56 

6.22 

6.97 

7.64 

8.24 

9.02 

9.82 

10.68 

11.27 

12.16 

13.32 

14.63 

o 

54 

4.78 

5.18 

5.72 

6.30 

6.92 

7.59 

8.37 

9.18 

9.97 

10.72 

11.37 

12.81 

13.77 

64 

& 

56 

4.30 

4.81 

5.33 

6.85 

6.37 

6.89 

7.68 

8.48 

9.26 

9.62 

10.50 

12.01 

13.12 

56 

< 

58 

3.79 

4.39 

4.96 

5.50 

6.00 

6.46 

6.89 

7.77 

8.56 

8.64 

9.37 

10.90 

12.06 

58 

60 
62 

3.31 

3.83 

4.41 

4.95 

6.47 

5.98 

6.48 

6.98 

7.85 

8.08 

8.69 

9.99 

11.23 

60 
62 

2.97 

3.36 

3.82 

4.33 

4.87 

5.43 

6.00 

6.57 

7.15 

7.72 

8.28 

9.36 

10.37 

64 

2.70 

3.03 

8.39 

3.78 

4.22 

4.71 

6.25 

5.84 

6.47 

7.14 

7.76 

8.84 

9.70 

64 

66 

2.43 

2.74 

3.06 

3.39 

3.74 

4.12 

4.56 

5.04 

5.60 

6.22 

6.88 

8.05 

9.02 

66 

68 

2.09 

2.44 

2.77 

3.07 

3.38 

3.69 

4.02 

4.39 

4.82 

5.32 

6.89 

7.08 

8.08 

68 

70 
72 

1.67 
1.36 

1.98 

2.36 

2.70 

3.01 

3.32 

3.65 

3.94 

4.27 

4.65 

5.09 

6.16 

7.12 

70 
72 

1.57 

1.85 

2.17 

2.50 

2.84 

3.18 

3.53 

3.88 

4.24 

4.61 

6.38 

6.23 

74 

1.20 

1.35 

1.54 

1.77 

2.03 

2.33 

2.67 

3.05 

3.43 

3.77 

4.11 

4.80 

5.49 

74 

76 

1.09 

1.25 

1.42 

1.59 

1.76 

1.94 

2.16 

2.43 

2.76 

3.16 

3.60 

4.35 

6.03 

76 

78 

0.94 

1.12 

1.20 

1.45 

1.60 

1.75 

1.90 

2.08 

2.31 

2.61 

2.98 

3.78 

4.46 

78 

80 
82 

0.77 

0.94 

1.10 

1.26 

1.41 

1.56 

1.71 

1.87 

2.06 

2.28 

2.54 

3.20 

3.85 

80 
82 

0.60 

0.71 

0.84 

1.00 

1.16 

1.33 

1.50 

1.68 

1.87 

2.07 

2.29 

2.76 

3.28 

84 

0.50 

0.58 

0.68 

0.79 

0.90 

1.03 

1.18 

1.36 

1.57 

1.81 

2.04 

2.45 

2.80 

84 

86 

0.45 

0.51 

0.58 

0.66 

0.74 

0.83 

0.94 

1.08 

1.25 

1.44 

1.66 

2.09 

2.48 

86 

88 

0.41 

0.48 

0.55 

0.62 

0.69 

0.76 

0.83 

0.92 

1.04 

1.20 

1.39 

1.79 

2.17 

88 

90 

0.35 

0.42 

0.51 

0.60 

0.68 

0.75 

0-81 

0.87 

0.96 

1.08 

1.23 

1.67 

1.92 

90 

56 

58 

60 

62 

64 

66 

68 

70 

72 

74 

76 

80 

84 
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ABATEMENT, 

pleas  in,  at  common  law,  90. 

in  the  United  States,  123-125. 

ABATOR, 

may  assign  dower,  70. 

when  collusion  with  widow  renders  assignment  by,  roidable,  70,  71. 

most  assign  according  to  common  right,  71,  72. 

bnt  assignment  by,  contrary  to  common  right,  good  nntil  aToided,  72. 

ABSENCE, 

presumption  of  death  arising  from,  211-216. 

ACCIDENTAL  FIRES, 

loss  arising  from,  744,  765. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

(See  Pbiyt  Examination  and  Aoknowlbdqmint.) 

ACTION, 

for  the  recovery  of  dower,  at  common  law,  83-100. 
in  the  United  States,  106-112. 

ADMEASUREMENT, 

of  dowef,  where  there  has  been  an  ezcessive  assignment,  703-710. 

ADMINISTRATION,  LETTERS  OF, 

whether  admissible  as  evidence  of  death,  208,  209. 

ADULTERY, 

of  the  wife,  when  a  bar  of  dower,  498-506. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION, 

when  sntrender  of,  defeats  dower,  204. 

AFFIDAVIT, 

ex  parley  to  prove  identity  of  parties  to  a  marriage,  192,  note. 

ALABAMA. 

quarantine  in,  52,  note,  55,  57,  note,  59,  60,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  the  estate  until  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  181-184. 

equity  jurisdiction  in  dower,  144. 

release  of  dower,  276,  280,  284,  285,  286. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 

requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  336,  337. 

rule  in,  as  to  estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  232. 

statute  of  limitations  as  affecting  dower,  538,  539. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465,  466. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  547,  548. 

of  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits,  605,  609. 

of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  160,  613. 
right  of  widow  to  have  improvements  included  in  the  assignment,  76. 
rule  as  to  improvements  by  alienee,  577. 
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ALABAMA— (Con^miMcf.) 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  593. 
recovery  of  damages,  at  law,  659,  660,  662,  669 

of  mesne  profits,  in  equitj,  689. 
effect  of  tortious  convejance  bjr  widow,  742. 
waste  in,  753. 

ALIENATION, 

date  of,  how  determined,  in  estimating  value  of  improvements,  580. 
bj  husband,  where  wife  does  not  join,  22,  23,  25,  26. 

ALIENEE, 

of  husband,  assignment  of  dower  as  against,  564-598. 
rule  in  England  as  to  improvements  bj,  565-572. 

in  the  United  States,  573-580. 
mode  of  enforcing  claim  for  improvements,  580-586. 
increase  in  value  arising  from  extrinsic  causes,  586-594. 
deterioration  of  estate  in  hands  of,  594-596. 
exoneration  of  estate  conveyed  where  husband  died  seized  of  other  lands,  98, 

597,  598. 
recovery  of  damages  against,  666-669. 
of  heir,  recovery  of  damages  against,  669-672. 

can  not  plead  tout  temps pristj  96,  97,  671,  672. 

ALLOWANCE, 

pendente  lite^  widow  not  entitled  to,  695. 

ALTERNATE  ENJOYMENT, 

when  provided  for,  in  assigning  dower,  556,  557. 

A  MENSA  ET  TBORO, 

divorce,  does  not  divest  dower,  507,  514. 

ANCESTOR, 

when  covenants  of,  estop  widow,  249. 

ANCIENT  DEMESNE, 
plea  of,  90. 

ANNUITY, 

charged  upon  land  of  which  widow  is  dowable,  devised  in  lieu  of  dower,  434- 
446. 

ANNUAL  PROFITS, 

mode  of  estimating  widow's  proportion  of,  601-606. 
where  lands  have  been  sold,  606-610. 

ANTE-NUPTIAL  AGREEMENT, 

when  a  good  legal  jointure,  371-385. 
when  a  good  equitable  jointure,  385-401. 
verbal,  when  invalid,  399,  400. 

ARKANSAS, 

quarantine  in,  52,  and  note,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  the  estate  until  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 
summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  186,  187. 
equity  jurisdiction  in  dower,  144. 
release  of  dower,  275. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 
requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  343. 
curative  statutes,  354. 

rule  in,  as  to  estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  232. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465. 
election  to  take  under  will,  475,  476,  477. 
jointure  in,  373,  375,  note,  376,  note,  384,  386,  396,  407. 
divorce,  as  affecting  dower  in,  521. 
assignment  of  dower  by  the  tenant,  66,  68. 
as  against  the  heir,  547,  551. 
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ARKANSAS— ( Continued,) 

assignment  of  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits^  599,  600,  603. 

of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 
right  of  widow  to  have  homestead  included  in  assignment,  75. 
recovery  of  damages  in,  657,  660. 

ARREARS, 

of  dower,  payment  of,  not  delayed,  695. 

statute  of  limitations  as  affecting,  687. 
interest  upon,  in  equity,  692-695. 

ASSENT, 

of  wife,  to  jointure,  382-385. 

ASSIGNEE, 

of  dower  interest,  before  assignment,  rights  of,  41,  42. 

of  dowress,  waste  by,  745,  746, 

of  the  heir,  remedy  of,  for  waste,  745. 

ASSIGNMENT  OP  DOWER, 
by  the  taiant  of  the  freehold. 
according  to  common  right,  73-76. 
contrary  to  common  right,  76-82. 

not  essential  that  tenant  should  have  a  valid  title,  70-72. 
may  be  by  parol,  66-68. 

otherwise  in  certain  States,  68. 
by  infant,  72. 
by  guardian,  72,  73. 
by  joint  tenant,  73. 

by  husband,  where  he  is  seized  jointly  with,  or  in  right  of  his  wife,  73. 
can  not  be  made  by  a  person  having  a  mere  chattel  interest,  69. 
statutory  modification  of  this  rule,  69,  70. 
by  metes  and  bounds,  73,  74. 
where  the  property  is  indivisible,  74. 
'     in  estates  in  common,  74. 

coparcenary,  74. 

mill,  74. 

ferry,  74. 

hereditaments  real,  74. 
must  be  for  the  life  of  the  widow,  75. 
must  be  absolute  and  unconditional,  75,  76. 

otherwise,  in  equity,  75,  note, 
when  it  may  be  presumed,  66^  note, 
made  by  collusion  with  disseizor,  voidable,  70,  71. 
estoppel  arisiog  from,  82. 
by  the  sheriff"  or  commieaioners. 

as  against  the  heir  or  devisee  of  the  husband,  544-563. 
duty  of  the  officer  in  making,  545-550. 
notice  of,  not  necessary,  544,  545. 
in  separate  tracts,  550-552. 
in  estates  held  in  common,  552,  553. 
in  leasehold  estates,  553. 
in  mines,  553-556. 
alternate  enjoyment,  556,  557. 
improvements  by  heir,  557-560. 
depreciation  in  value  after  husband's  death,  560,  561. 

mode  of  ascertaining  the  widow's  proportion,  561-563.  I 

as  against  an  alienee  of  the  husband,  564-598.  j 

where  there  ure  several  alienees,  564,  565. 
the  rule  in  England  as  to  improvements  by  the  alienee,  565-572. 
the  rule  in  the  United  States,  573-580. 
date  of  the  alienation,  580. 

mode  of  enforcing  a  claim  for  improvements,  580-586. 
increase  in  value  arising  from  extrinsic  causes,  586-594. 
deterioration  in  the  hands  of  the  alienee,  594-596. 
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ASSIGNMENT  OP  DOWmi^{Contmued.) 

exoneration  of  the  estate  conveyed,  where  the  husband  died  seised  of  other  landA, 

88,  D97,  598. 
as  against  grantee  upon  condition  after  entrjr  for  breach,  579,  580. 
as  against  disseizor,  580. 
in  the  rents  andprofiu, 
in  what  cases  made,  589-601. 
mode  of  estimating  the  widow's  proportion  of  the  annual  profits,  601-606. 

where  the  lands  have  been  sold,  606-610. 
deduction  on  account  of  liability  of  widow  to  impeachment  for  waste,  610,  611. 
auignmeni  of  a  groee  turn. 
power  of  the  court  to  make,  612-614. 

point  of  time  at  which  the  life  interest  is  to  be  valued,  652,  653. 
improvements  by  purchaser  excluded  from  estimate  of  value,  653,  654. 
apportionment  of  incumbrance,  654. 

apportionment  not  necessary  if  the  incumbrance  be  left  outfitanding,  654,  655. 
effect  of, 

return  of  the  ofificer,  548-550. 

binding,  although  irregular  or  void,  if  acquiesced  in,  33,  81,  82. 
vests  the  widow  with  the  immediate  freehold,  26-37,  720,  721. 
her  estate  takes  effect  by  relation  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  721-723. 
defeats  charges  and  incumbrances  created  by  the  husband  alone,  724. 
otherwise  as  to  charges  and  incumbrances  created  prior  to  the  marriage,  724, 

725. 
contrary  to  common  right,  widow  takes  subject  to  incumbrances,  725. 
in  land  subject  to  lease  for  years,  widow  entitled  to  rents,  725. 
whetiier  she  can  enter  upon  lessee  for  years  for  condition  broken,  725,  726. 
widow  can  not  maintain  assumpsit  for  previous  use  and  occupation,  727. 
in  hereditaments  lying  in  appendancy,  727. 
emblements,  727-729. 

lease  for  years  executed  by  the  widow,  729,730. 
duties  or  services  to  which  the  widow  is  liable,  730-734. 
effect  of,  in  discharging  other  lands,  699-702. 

by  one  of  several  grantees,  697-701. 

under  conditional  recovery  against  vouchee,  98,  701. 
warranty  arising  on,  in  favor  of  widow,  699,  701,  702. 
by  courts  of  equity,  158-161. 
where  the  widow  has  been  evicted,  711-719. 
excessive,  remedy  for,  703-710. 
death  of  the  widow,  734. 

ASSUMPSIT, 

for  use  and  occupation  previous  to  assignment,  can  not  be  maintained  by  widow, 
727. 

ATTAINDER  OF  HUSBAND, 
plea  of,  at  common  law,  93. 

ATTORNEY, 

whether  the  wife  may  release  by,  278. 

A   VINCULO  MATRIMONII, 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  507-522. 

AWARD, 

a  right  of  dower  may  be  lost  or  extinguished  by,  47,  48. 

BAPTISM, 

of  children,  when  evidence  of  marriage,  195. 

BAR, 

pleas  in,  at  common  Iaw,  90-97. 

in  the  United  States,  123-129. 

BETTERMENTS, 

claim  for,  can  not  be  set  up  by  person  holding  under  the  dowress,  734. 
rule  in  Rhode  Island,  as  to,  734. 
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BILL, 

for  dower,  ftTermento  of,  145, 146. 

CAPITAL  MBSSUAOB, 

heir  not  compelled,  at  common  law,  to  set  off  to  widow,  74. 
the  rule  in  a  portion  of  the  American  States,  75. 

CERTIFICATE, 

of  marriage,  how  far  evidence,  196,  197. 

of  privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  requisites  of,  307-343. 

not  cdnclasiye  upon  the  wife,  347-353. 

upon  what  grounds  it  maj  be  avoided,  347-353. 

proof  of  genuineness  of,  not  required,  307. 

can  not  be  impeached  by  officer  making,  353. 

omission  to  state  official  character,  344,  note. 

CHARGES, 

created  by  husband  alone,  defeated  by  alignment,  724. 

otherwise  where  widow  accepts  assignment  contrary  to  common  right, 
725. 
created  prior  to  marriage,  paramount  to  dower,  724,  725. 

COHABITATION, 

when  evidence  of  marriage,  194. 
marriage  complete  without,  198. 

COLLATERAL  SATISFACTION, 

when  acceptance  of,  estops  widow  from  asserting  dower,  238-243. 

COLLUSIVE  RECOVERY  OF  DOWER, 
when  the  heir  may  avoid,  132,  133. 

COMMON, 

estates  in,  not  subject  to  quarantine,  53,  54. 
assignment  of  dower  in,  74. 

COMMON  RECOVERT, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  93. 

COMMON  RIGHT, 

assignment  according  to,  73-76. 
contrary  to,  76-82. 
when  voidable  by  widow,  82. 
by  other  parties,  82. 
if  widow  accept  assignment  contraiy  to,  bound  by  husband's  chai*ges  and 

incumbrances,  725. 
eviction  from  dower  assigned  according  to,  711-713. 
contrary  to,  714-719. 

COMMISSIONERS, 

duty  of,  in  assigning  dower,  545-550. 
remedy  for  excessive  assignment  by,  705-710. 
return  by,  within  the  control  of  the  court,  161. 

COMPENSATION, 

when  decreed  to  vendee  on  account  of  dower  claim  of  vendor's  wife,  5. 
to  widow  for  improvements,  where  dower  admeasured  on  accoant  of  excessive 
assignment,  710. 

CONDITION  SUBSEQUENT, 

plea  of  non-performance  of,  in  action  for  dower,  126. 

CONDITIONAL  RECOVERY, 
against  vouchee,  98,  701. 

CONNECTICUT, 

quarantine  in,  53,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  until  dower  assigned,  35,  36. 

widow  may  convey  unassigned  dower,  42,  43. 
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CONNECTICUT— (C7<m<mtferf.) 
assignment  bj  tenant,  66,  68. 
demand  of  dower,  102. 

sammarjr  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dowef,  172,  173. 
no  privj  examination  required,  302. 
curative  statutes,  354. 

jointure,  371,  373,  375,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  407,  408. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  415. 
election  to  take  under  will,  476,  477. 
elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502. 
divorce  as  affecting  dower,  521. 
assignment  of  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 
rule  as  to  tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  740. 
remedy  for  waste  in,  749. 

CONSUL, 

certificate  of,  insufficient  to  prov^ death  abroad,  208. 

CONTRIBUTION, 

extent  of,  by  widow,  where  endowed  in  equities  of  redemption,  160,  161,  654, 
655. 

CONVEYANCB, 

by  husband,  when  evidence  of  seizin,  202. 

by  two  or  more  persons,  presumption  as  to  title,  202,  203. 

to  two  or  more  persons,  203. 

joinder  in,  by  alleged  wife,  admissible  to  prove  marriage,  194,  195. 

of  wife's  jointure,  412. 

dower  right  not  subject  to,  at  law,  before  assignment,  40-43. 

but  purchaser  may  proceed  for  assignment  in  name  of  widow,  41,  42. 

the  rule  in  equity,  43-45. 
defective,  can  not  be  reformed  as  to  wife,  297-300. 

COSTS, 

recovery  of,  by  demandant,  682. 
rule  as  to,  in  equity,  161,  162. 

COUNT, 

in  proceedings  for  dower,  at  common  law,  88,  89. 
in  the  United  States,  116. 

COURTS, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

COVENANT, 

of  wife,  as  an  estoppel  of  dower,  287,  note. 

of  widow,  when  a  bar,  246-249. 

of  ancestor,  when  widow  estopped  by,  249. 

of  second  husband,  how  far  widow  affected  by,  249,  250. 

COVENANT  AGAINST  INCUMBRANCES, 
inchoate  dower  within,  3-5. 

COVENANT  OF  GENERAL  WARRANTY, 
inchoate  dower  within,  4,  5. 

CREDITOR'S  BILL, 

assignment  of  dower  on,  144. 

CRIME, 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  735-737. 

CROPS, 

when  widow  entitled  to,  82,  727-729. 

growing  on  dower  lands,  widow  may  bequeath,  728,  729. 

CURATIVE  STATUTES, 

healing  defective  acknowledgments,  354-366. 
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DAMAGES, 

not  recoYorable  at  common  law,  656,  657. 
SUtute  of  Merton,  657,  658,  684. 
recoverj  of,  in  a  court  of  law,  656-684. 
husband  mast  die  seized,  658-660. 

statntorj  modifications  of  this  rule,  660. 
extent  of  the  recovery  against  the  heir  where  the  plea  tout  tempt  prist  is  not 

interposed,  661-663. 
recoYery  where  tout  temps  prist  is  pleaded,  664-666. 
occasions  detentions  dotis^  661,  663. 
as  against  the  alienee  of  the  hnsband,  666-669. 
as  against  the  alienee  of  the  heir,  669-672. 
measure  of,  where  there  is  an  outstanding  term  for  years,  672. 
instances  in  which  damages  are  not  recoverable,  672,  673. 
demand  of  dower,  673. 
method  of  ascertaining  the,  674-677. 

distinction  between  judgment  for  dower  and  award  of,  677,  678. 
effect  of  death  of  demandant  upon  claim  for,  678-680. 
death  of  tenant,  680,  681. 

statute  of  limitations  as  affecting  the  recovery  of,  681. 
improvements  by  purchaser  excluded  in  estimating,  681,  682. 
improvements  by  heir,  682. 
on  proceedings  in  error,  683,  684. 

DBATH, 

of  husband,  evidence  to  establish,  205-216. 
presumption  of,  when  it  arises,  211-216. 
of  demandant,  effect  of,  at  law,  678-680. 

in  equity,  696-698. 
of  tenant,  effect  of,  at  law,  680,  681. 

in  equity,  695,  696. 
of  dowress,  terminates  her  estate,  734. 

DECLARATION  IN  DOWER, 

averments  of,  at  common  law,  88,  89. 
in  the  United  States,  116-118. 
not  necessary  to  describe  the  lands  by  metes  and  bounds,  116. 
but  must  be  so  certain  that  seizin  may  be  delivered  by  the  sheriff,  116. 
must  allege  seizin  by  the  husband  of  a  dowable  estate,  116,  117. 
and  that  the  demandant  was  the  wife  of  the  person  of  whose  estate  she  de- 
mands dower,  117. 
averment  of  demand,  when  necessary,  117. 

DECLARATIONS, 

of  husband  or  wife,  as  evidence  of  marriage,  193. 

of  relatives,  when  admissible  to  prove  marriage,  193,  and  note,  194,  and  note. 

of  deceased  relatives,  when  admissible  to  prove  death,  209,  210. 

of  husband,  concerning  his  title  or  possession,  when  competent  evidence,  204, 205. 

to  prove  delivery  of  deed,  2^5. 
of  wife,  when  admissible  to  invalidate  her  deed,  352,  353. 

DECREE, 

for  dower,  when  not  final,  161. 

barring  dower,  plea  of,  128. 

effect  of,  upon  mortgage  not  executed  by  the  wife,  260-265. 

DEED, 

release  of  dower  by.  in  the  United  States,  268-300. 
(See  Reliasb.) 

DEFECTIVE  ACKNOWLEDGMENT, 
not  aided  in  equity,  345,  346. 

DEFECTIVE  CONVEYANCE, 

can  not  be  reformed  as  to  wife,  297-300. 

DEFENCES, 

equitable,  153-158. 
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DEFENDANT, 

effect  of  death  of,  pending  proceedings  for  dower,  680,  681,  695,  696. 

DELAWARE, 

sammary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  173, 174. 

actions  at  law,  106. 

remedy  in  equity,  144. 

process,  118. 

view  not  granted,  123. 

release  of  dower,  275,  278. 

priyy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 

curative  statntes,  354. 

jointure,  371,  375,  note,  384,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465. 

election  to  take  under  will,  470,  476,  477. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  wife,  502. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  233. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  552. 

method  of  setting  out  the  dower,  131. 

assignment  of  gross  sum,  613. 

improvements  by  alienee,  577. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

effect  of  assignment,  700. 

damages,  657,  659,  662,  666,  667,  671,  678. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748. 

loss  arising  from  accidental  fires,  755. 

DEMAND, 

of  dower,  673. 

not  necessary  to  entitle  the  widow  to  sue  for  her  dower,  101. 

modification  of  this  rule  in  several  of  the  American  States,  101,  102. 
when,  and  upon  whom,  the  demand  must  be  made,  102-104. 
how,  and  by  whom,  the  demand  may  be  made,  104-106. 
averment  of,  in  the  declaration,  117. 

in  bill  in  equity,  145. 
plea  of  failure  to  make,  123, 124. 

DEMANDANT, 

death  of,  before  assignment  of  dower,  678-680,  696-698. 

DEPRECIATION, 

of  dower  lands  after  husband's  death,  560,  561,  594-596. 

DESCENT, 

evidence  to  establish  dower  where  lands  have  come  by,  205. 
effect  of  assignment  of  dower  upon,  722,  723. 

DETERIORATION, 

of  estate  in  hands  of  alienee,  594-596. 

DETINUE  OF  CHARTERS, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  94-96. 

not  resorted  to  in  the  United  States,  129. 

DEVISEE, 

of  husband,  assignment  of  dower  as  against,  544-663. 

DEVISES  IN  LIEU  OF  DOWER, 

the  general  doctrine  as  to,  413-417. 

of  lands  in  which  widow  is  entitled  to  dower,  417-424. 

of  lands,  in  trust  for  sale,  424-428. 

of  entire  estate,  428-433. 

of  interests  mfuturo^  433,  434. 

of  rent  or  annuity,  charged  upon  lands  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable,  434-446. 

of  personal  interest,  446,  447. 

during  widowhood,  447-453. 

provisions  inconsistent  with  dower,  453-463. 
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DEVISES  IN  LIEU  OP  DOWKB^{C<mtmued,) 

parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  explain  will,  463|  464. 
statutory  modification  in  England,  464. 
statutory  changes  in  the  United  States,  464^467. 
plea  of,  128. 

election  to  take,  468-497. 
(See  Election.) 

DISSEIZOR, 

may  assign  dower,  70. 

collusive  assignment  by,  voidable,  70,  71. 

must  assign  according  to  common  right,  71,  72. 

but  assignment  by,  contrary  to  common  right,  good  until  avoided,  72. 

widow  of  disseizee  dowable  of  improvements  by,  580. 

DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA,* 

divorce  as  affecting  dower  in,  521. 
curative  statute,  366,  note. 

DIVORCE, 

obtained  by  collusion  or  fraud,  may  be  set  aside,  502,  note,  618,  519,  note, 
when  vacated  for  irregularity,  502,  note, 
as  affecting  dower,  507-522. 

doctrine  of  the  English  courts,  507-513. 

of  the  American  courts,  508,  514-522. 
parliamentary,  508-513. 

d  mensa  et  thoro^  does  not  divest  dower,  507,  514. 
d  vinculo  matrimonii^  effect  of,  507-522. 

plea  of,  92. 

DOVE-HOUSE, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

DOWER  ASSIGNED, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  93,  94. 
in  the  United  States,  127. 

DOWER, 

whether  it  proceeds  from  the  marriage  contract  or  is  conferred  by  positive 

law,  1-3. 
governed  by  the  lex  ret  ntm^  24,  25. 
inchoate,  as  an  incumbrance,  3-5. 

as  a  right  of  property,  5-8,  33,  34. 
legislative  power  over,  8-22. 

where  wife  does  not  join,  governed  by  law  in  force  at  date  of  husband's 
alienation,  22,  23,  25,  26. 
consummate,  can  not  be  affected  by  subsequent  legislation,  25,  26. 

widow  not  invested  with  freehold  uutil  assignment,  26-34,  63,  64. 

modification  of  this  rule  in  certain  States,  34-36,  64. 
until  assigned,  interest  of  widow  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  on  ezecu-. 
tion,  37-40. 
otherwise  as  to  statutory  dower  in  Pennsylvania,  37,  note, 
the  rule  in  Missouri,  39,  40,  47. 
nor  is  her  right  the  subject  of  a  valid  grant  or  transfer  at  law,  40-43. 

otherwise  in  Connecticut  and  Vermont,  42,  43. 
nor  is  it  any  defence  to  an  action  of  right,  32. 

in  equity,  a  transfer  of  the  widow's  interest  will  be  sustained,  43-45. 
and  it  may  be  reached  in  equity,  by  creditors,  45-47. 
not  subject  to  set  off  for  damages,  or  moneys  due,  33,  34. 
when  lost  or  extinguished  by  an  award,  47,  48. 
proceedings  by  widow  to  redeem  before  assignment,  48. 
summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of,  163-191. 

•  In  the  ftnt  volume  of  this  work  reference  is  oecMlonally  made  to  the  Reviaed  Code  of  the  Dlatriet 
of  Colombia,  of  1857.  I  found  It  upon  the  ehetves  of  our  law  llbrailea,  and  took  it  for  granted  that 
it  waa  in  force.  I  have  since  learned  that  it  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  the  electors  of  the  District, 
and  therefore  never  went  into  operation. 
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proceedings  at  common  law  for  the  recovery  of,  83-100. 
proceedings  at  law  for  the  recovery  of,  in  the  United  States,  101-133. 
demand  of,  not  necessary,  to  entitle  the  widow  to  suOi  101. 

otherwise  in  certain  States,  101,  102. 
where,  and  upon  whom,  the  demand  must  be  made,  102-104,  673. 
how,  aud  by  whom,  the  demand  may  be  made,  104-106. 
collusive  recovery  of,  132,  133. 
remedy  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  of,  134-162. 
origin  and  gronnds  of  equity  jurisdiction,  134-141. 
equity  jurisdiction  in  the  United  States,  141-145. 
averments  of  the  bill,  145,  146. 
parlies,  146-148. 

mode  of  procedure  where  the  title  is  disputed,  148-150. 
cases  in  which  courts  of  equity  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  150-153. 
proceedings  for,  in  equitable  estates,  151,  152. 

in  equities  of  redemption,  151. 

in  partnership  lands,  151,  152. 
equitable  defences,  153-158. 
evidence  to  establish,  192-216. 
evidence  of  marriage,  in  proceedings  for,  192-198. 

of  the  time  of  the  marriage,  198,  199. 

of  the  husband's  death,  205-216. 
estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandaDt,  217-237. 
estoppel  of  widow  from  asserting,  238-265. 
when  right  to,  suspended,  244,  245. 
not  releasable  by  parol,  266. 
release  of,  by  fine  and  recovery,  266-268. 

by  deed,  in  the  United  States,  268-300. 

by  infant/fme  covert^  283-285. 

where  the  wife  is  insane,  285,  286. 

to  stranger,  288-290. 

to  husband,  290-294. 

afler  husband's  death,  295,  296. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  of  wife,  301-353. 
when  restored,  by  avoidance  of  husband's  deed,  294,  295. 
jointure,  as  a  bar  of,  367-412. 
devises  in  lieu  of,  413-467. 
election  to  take  under  will,  468-497. 
elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  as  a  bar  of,  498-506. 
divorce,  as  affecting,  507-522. , 
statute  of  limitations  as  a  bar  of,  523-543. 
assignment  of,  by  tenant  of  the.  freehold,  65-82. 
not  essential  that  tenant  should  have  a  valid  title,  70-72. 
assignment  may  be  by  parol,  66-68. 

otherwise  in  certain  States,  68. 
assignment  of,  by  infant,  72. 

by  guardian,  72,  73. 

by  joint  tenant,  73. 

according  to  common  right,  73-76. 

contrary  to  common  right,  76-82. 
judgment  for,  at  common  law,  97-100. 

in  the  United  States,  130-132. 
a&signment  of,  by  metes  and  bounds,  as  against  the  beir  or  devisee  of  the  hus- 
band, 544-563. 

as  against  the  alienee  of  the  busbund,  564-598. 

in  tbe  rents  aud  profits,  599-611. 

in  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  lauds,  159,  160. 
assignment  of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of,  160,  612-655. 
>vheu  assigned  out  of  lands  descended  to  the  heir,  in  exoneration  of  lands  cod- 

veyed  by  the  husband,  98,  597,  598. 
effect  of  assignment,  in  discharging  other  lands  from  claim  of,  699,  702. 

under  conditional  recovery  against  vouchee,  98,  701. 
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arreara  of,  in  eqaitj,  692-695. 

statute  of  limitations,  as  affecting,  687. 
admeasurement  of,  where  there  has  been  an  excessive  assignment,  703-710. 
nature  and  qualities  of,  after  assignment,  720-734. 
estoppel  arising  from  assignment,  82. 

remedy  of  widow  where  she  has  lost  her  dower  bj  default|  133. 
eviction  of  widow  from  estate  assigned  as,  711-719. 
forfeiture  of,  735-757. 
estate  in,  terminated  by  death  of  widow,  734. 

DUTIES, 

to  which  the  dowress  is  liable,  730-734. 

EJECTMENT, 

can  not  be  maintained  by  widow  before  assignment,  32,  33. 
otherwise  in  certain  States,  33,  110. 

BLBOTION, 

to  take  statutory  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  257-260. 

by  widow,  to  take  under  her  husband's  will,  468-497. 

widow  entitled  to  be  informed,  before  electing,  of  true  condition  of  estate,  468. 

right  of,  must  be  exercised  by  the  widow  in  person,  469,  470. 

where  the  widow  is  insane,  471,  472. 

where  the  widow  is  an  infant,  or  has  contracted  a  second  marriage,  472,  473. 

must  be  made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  473,  474. 

express,  474-481. 

implied,  481-484. 

widow  must  be  fully  informed  of  her  rights,  and  intend  to  elect,  484-488. 

not  concluded  by  an  election  made  Under  a  mistake  as  to  the  true  condition  of 
the  estate,  488-492. 

induced  by  fraud,  not  binding  on  the  widow,  492-494. 

remedy  of  the  widow  where  she  has  been  deprived  of  her  testamentary  pro- 
vision, 494;  495k. 

widow  taking  testamentary  provision,  regarded  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  496,  497. 

ELOPEMENT  AND  ADULTERY, 

of  the  wife,  as  a  bar  of  dower,  498-506. 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  92. 

fact  of,  may  be  proved  in  action  to  recover  dower,  505. 

EMBLEMENTS, 

when  widow  entitled  to,  82,  727-729. 

growing  on  dower  lands,  widow  may  bequeath,  728,  729. 

receipt  of,  by  widow,  before  dower  assigned,  30. 

EQUITY, 

will  not  aid  defective  acknowledgment,  345,  346. 
remedy  in,  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  134-162. 
origin  and  grounds  of  the  jurisdiction,  134-141. 
jurisdiction  in  the  United  States,  141-145. 
averments  of  the  bill,  145, 146. 
parties,  146-148. 

mode  of  procedure  in,  where  the  title  is  disputed,  148-150. 
cases  in  which  courts  of,  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  150-153. 
equitable  defences,  153-158. 
assignment  by  courts  of,  158-161. 
costs  in,  161,  162. 

transfer  of  unassigned  dower  sustained  in,  43-45. 

interest  of  widow  before  assignment  may  be  reached  by  creditors  in,  45-47. 
recovery  of  mesne  profits  in  a  court  of,  685-697. 
interest  on  arrears  in,  692-695. 
statute  of  limitations  in  a  court  of,  531,  532. 
remedy  in,  for  excessive  assignment,  708,  709. 
for  waste,  746,  747. 
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EQUITABLE  DEFENCES, 

in  proceedings  for  dower,  163- 158. 

EQUITABLE  ESTATES, 

proceedings  for  dower  in,  151, 152. 

EQUITABLE  JOINTURE, 
requisites  of,  385-401. 
enction  from,  409,  410. 
(See  Jointure.) 

EQUITY  OP  REDEMPTION, 

whether  wife  necessary  partj  to  proceedings  to  foreclose  in  hosband's  life- 
time, 260,  261,  note, 
proceedings  bj  widow  to  redeem,  and  for  dower  in,  48,  151. 
assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  of,  607. 

ERROR, 

recovery  of  damages  on  proceedings  in,  683,  684. 

ESSOIN, 

in  actions  for  dower,  at  common  law,  87. 
not  allowed  in  the  United  States,  121,  122. 

ESTATE  IN  COMMON, 

not  subject  to  quarantine,  53,  54. 

assignment  of  dower  in,  74,  552,  563. 

assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  of,  607,  608. 

ESTATE  IN  COPARCENARY, 
assignment  of  dower  in,  74. 

ESTATES  FOR  LIFE, 

manner  of  estimating  present  yaltae  of,  614-652. 

instances  in  which  courts  of  equity  are  required  to  put  a  present  Talne  upon, 

616,  617. 
cases  in  the  English  courts  of  chancery  before  the  formation  of  tables  of  the 

expectation  of  life,  617-622. 
cases  in  England  after  the  construction  of  mathematical  tables,  626,  627. 
extent  to  which  mathematical  tables  may  be  relied  upon,  631-636. 
method  in  Europe  of  ascertaining  the  fee  simple  value  fh>m  the  rental  Talne, 

636,  637 
cases  in  the  American  courts,  637-652. 
point  of  time  at  which  the  life  interest  is  to  be  valued,  652,  653. 

ESTOPPEL, 

of  widow  from  asserting  dower,  238-265. 

by  acceptance  of  a  collateral  satisfaction,  238-243. 

by  the  acceptance  of  an  estate  inconsistent  with  her  claim,  2 13*245. 

by  her  covenants,  246-249. 

by  the  coTenants  of  her  ancestor,  249. 

by  the  covenants  of  her  second  husband,  249,  250. 

by  release,  250. 
what  acts  of  the  widow  will  amount  to  an,  251-257. 
election  to  take  statutory  provision,  257-260. 
decree  upon  mortgage  not  executed  by  wife,  260-265. 
of  widow,  from  denying  validity  of  husband's  mortgage,  265. 

from  setting  up  paramount  title,  734,  note, 
where  widow  joins  second  husband  in  conveying  lands  of  former  husband,  288. 
arising  from  assignment  of  dower,  82. 
doctrine  of,  as  affecting  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  217-237. 

EVICTION, 

of  widow  from  estate  devised  in  lien  of  dower,  494,  495. 

from  the  estate  assigned  as  dower,  711-719. 

from  dower  assigned  according  to  common  right,  711-713. 

where  the  assignment  was  contrary  to  common  right,  714-719. 

from  jointure,  408-411. 
proceeding  for  new  assignment  in  case  of,  719. 
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EYIDSNGE, 

necessary  to  establiflh  a  claim  to  dower,  192-216. 

of  marriage,  192-198.         * 

of  the  date  of  the  marriage,  198,  199. 

of  seisin  by  the  husband,  199-J05. 

of  the  husband's  death,  205-216. 

parol,  inadmissible  to  explain  will,  463,  464» 

EXAMINATION. 

(See  PUYT  EXAMIVATIOV  AVD  AOKVOWLIDCIMBirT.) 

EXCESSIYB  ASSIGNMENT, 
by  the  heir,  703-706. 
by  the  sheriflf  or  commissioners,  705-710. 
remedy  in  eqnity  for,  708,  709. 

compensation  to  widow  for  improTements  where  dower  admeasured  on  account 
of,  710. 

BXGLUSIYB  JURISDICTION, 

of  courts  of  equity  in  cases  of  dower,  150-153. 

EXECUTION, 

dower  interest  not  subject  to,  before  assignment,  37-40. 

otherwise  as  to  statutory  dower  in  Pennsylrania,  37,  note, 
the  rule  in  Missouri,  39,  40,  47. 
right  of  quarantine  not  subject  to,  60,  61. 

purchaser  under,  treated  as  an  aiienee  of  husband,  and  protected  in  his  im- 
provements, 579. 

EXONERATION, 

from  dower,  of  estate  conv^ed,  where  husband  died  seized  of  other  lands, 
597,  598. 

EXPECTATION  OF  LIFE, 

tables  of  the,  622-626,  630,  631,  Appendix. 

EXPRESS  ELECTION, 

to  take  devise  in  lieu  of  dower,  474-481. 

EXTRINSIC  CAUSES, 

increase  in  value  arising  from,  586-594. 

PAIR, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

FERRT, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  74,  599. 

FINES, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

FINE  LEVIED, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  93. 

FINE  AND  RECOVERY, 

release  of  dower  by,  266-268. 

FIRES, 

accidental,  loss  arising  from,  744,  765. 

FLORIDA, 

quarantine  in,  52. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  until  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  190. 

equity  jurisdiclion  in  cases  of  dower,  144. 

release  of  dower,  276. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476. 
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FLORIDA— ( Continued. ) 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  547. 

right  of  widow  to  have  improTements  inclndedTin  assignment,  75. 

damages  in,  662,  677. 

FOOT  PAVEMENT,  • 

when  dowress  bound  to  construct,  733,  734. 

FORECLOSURE, 

during  husband's  lifetime,  whether  wife  a  necessary  partj,  260,  261,  note, 
assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  in,  607. 

FORFEITURE, 

of  quarantine,  59,  60. 

of  dower,  bj  elopement  and  adultery,  498-506. 
for  crime,  735-737. 
for  tortious  conrejance,  737-742. 
for  waste,  at  common  law,  742-747. 
in  the  United  States,  747-756. 
for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  756,  757. 

FRAUD, 

of  widow,  estops  her  from  asserting  dower,  251-257. 
election  induced  by,  not  binding,  152,  492-494. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE, 
as  affecting  dower,  244,  note, 
by  husband,  when  widow  reliered  against,  152. 

FREEHOLD, 

assignment  of  dower  vests  widow  with,  26-34,  63,  64,  720,  721. 

actual  entry  after  assignment,  or  delivery  of  seizin,  necessary  to  confer,  26,  27. 

modification  of  this  rule4n  certain  States,  34-36. 

FRUITS  AND  GRASS, 

receipt  of,  by  widow,  before  assignment  of  her  dower,  30. 

GENUINENESS, 

of  official  certificate,  proof  of,  not  required,  307. 

GEORGIA,       . 

quarantine  in,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  until  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  189,  190. 

curative  statute,  354. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  415,  466. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476,  486. 

election  to  take  child's  part,  259. 

statute  of  limitations  as  affecting  dower,  538,  543. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  233. 

notice  of  admeasurement,  545,  552. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 

remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  707,  708. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748. 

GLOUCESTER, 

statute  of,  682,  737,  742. 

GRAND  CAPE, 

in  proceeding^  for  dower,  87,  88. 

GRANT, 

dower  right  before  assignment,  not  the  subject  of,  at  law,  40-43. 

but  grantee  may  proceed  for  assignment  in  name  of  wido?r,  41,  42. 
the  rule  in  equity,  43-45. 

GRANTEE, 

upon  condition,  loses  benefit  of  improvements,  where    grantor  enters  for 
breach,  579,  580. 
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GROSS  SUM, 

assigDmeDt  of,  in  liea  of  dower,  160,  612-655. 
(See  EsTATiB  for  Life.) 

GUARDIAN, 

assignment  of  dower  by,  69,  72,  73. 

coUusire  assignment  bjr,  not  binding  on  the  heir,  132,  133. 

GUARDIAN  IN  CHIVALRY, 
assignment  of  dower  bj,  69. 

GUARDIAN  IN  SOCAGE, 

writ  of  dower  will  not  lie  against,  at  common  law,  84. 
no  power  to  assign  dower,  69. 

HEIR, 

injunction  to  staj  waste  bj,  153,  153. 
assignment  of  dower  as  against,  544-563. 
improvement  of  dower  lands  bjr,  557-560. 
remedj  by,  for  excessive  assignment,  703-705. 

in  equity,  708,  709. 
plea  of  tout  temps  prist  by,  96 
recovery  of  damages  against,  where  tout  tempt  prist  not  pleaded,  661-663. 

where  the  plea  is  interposed,  664-666. 
alienee  of,  recovery  of  damages  against,  669-672. 

can  not  plead  tout  temps  prists  671,  672. 

HEREDITAMENT, 

real,  assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

lying  in  appendancy,  effect  of  assignment  in,  727. 

HBRIOTS, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

HOMESTEAD, 

when  to  be  included  in  assignment  of  dower,  547,  548. 

HUSBAND, 

proof  of  seizin  by,  199,  205. 

evidence  of  death  of,  205-216. 

declarations  of,  as  evidence  of  marriage,  193,  194,  199. 

widow  not  bound  by  release  of,  724. 

assignment  of  dower  by,  where  he  is  seized  jointly  with,  or  in  right  of  his  wife, 

73. 
of  demandant,  plea  that  he  is  still  living,  93-124. 
release  of  dower  to,  290-294. 

IDENTITY, 

of  parties  to  marriage,  how  proved,  192,  note, 
evidence  of,  in  establishing  husband's  death,  209. 

ILLINOIS, 

quarantine  in,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings,  1 76. 

actions  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  110,  115. 

averments  of  the  declaration,  118. 

process,  121. 

defences,  129. 

equity  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  dower,  144. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 

release  of  dower,  275,  285,  286. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  332. 

curative  statutes,  366. 

jointure,  375,  note,  376,  note,  380,  381,  384,  407. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465,  467. 

election  to  take  under  will,  475,  476,  477. 

VOL.  n.  60 
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elopement  and  adultery  of  wife,  502. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandanti  233. 

assignment  of  dower  by  the  tenant,  66. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  547,  551. 

method  of  setting  out  the  dower,  132. 

right  of  widow  to  hare  the  homestead  included,  75. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599,  603. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sum,  613,  note. 

rule  as  to  improvements  by  alienee,  577. 

increase  in  yalue  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  698. 

damages,  657,  660,  663,  667,  671,  673,  note,  677. 

forfeiture  for  waste  in,  748. 

for  non-payment  of  taxes,  757. 

IMPARLANCE, 

in  proceedings  for  dower,  122. 

IMPEACHMENT  FOR  WASTE, 

deduction  on  account  of  liability  of  widow  to,  610,  611. 

IMPLIED  ELECTION, 

to  take  devise  in  lieu  of  dower,  481-488. 

IMPROVEMENTS, 

made  on  dower  lands  by  heir,  557-560,  682. 

by  alienee  of  husband,  rule  in  England  as  to,  565-572. 

rule  in  the  United  States,  573-580,  653,  654,  681,  682. 
by  grantee  on  condition,  579,  580. 
bv  disseizor,  580. 

naode  of  enforcing  claim  for,  580-586. 
compensation  to  widow  for,  where  dower  admeasured  on  account  of  excessive 

assignment,  710. 
claim  for,  can  not  be  set  up  by  person  holding  under  the  dowress,  734. 
rule  in  Rhode  Island  as  to  fences  erected  by  widow,  734. 

INCHOATE  DOWER, 

as  an  incumbrance,  3-5. 

as  a  right  of  property,  5-8,  33,  34. 

when  a  good  consideration  for  payment  of  money,  or  conveyance  of  lands  to 
wife,  8,  and  note. 

legislative  power  over,  8-22. 

where  wife  does  not  join,  governed  by  law  in  force  at  date  of  husband's  aliena- 
tion, 22,  23. 

INCUMBRANCE, 

upon  dowable  estate,  apportionment  of,  654. 

apportionment  not  necessary  where  left  outstanding,  654,  655. 

created  by  husband  alone,  defeated  by  assignment  of  dower,  724. 

otherwise  where  widow  accepts  assignment  contrary  to  common  right,  725. 
created  prior  to  marriage,  paramount  to  dower,  724,  725. 
inchoate  dower  as  an,  3-5. 

INDIANA, 

quarantine  in,  53,  55,  64. 

equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

release  by  wife,  275,  278,  279. 

no  separate  examination  required,  302. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  330-332. 

divorce,  as  a£fecting  the  claim  of  the  wife,  518. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  376,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  share  under  the  law,  415,  416,  464. 

election  to  take  under  will,  477. 

eviction  of  widow  from  testamentary  provision,  494. 
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atatate  of  HmitaUoDi,  641. 
improyements.bj  alienee,  577. 
increase  in  vaiae  from  extrinsic  causes,  689. 
damages^  658,  660,  663,  667,  671,  676. 
forfeiture  for  waste,  749. 

INFANT, 

assignment  by,  72. 

jointure  upon,  401-408. 

feme  covert,  release  of  dower  by,  283-286. 

widow,  election  by,  472,  473. 

INJUNCTION, 

to  stay  waste  by  heir,  162, 163. 

INQUISITIONS  POST  MORTEM, 
as  evidence  of  death,  208. 

INSANE, 

wife,  release  of  dower  of,  286,  286. 
widow,  election  on  behalf  of,  471, 472. 

INTEREST, 

on  arrears,  692-695. 

INTRUDER, 

assignment  of  dower  by,  70-72. 

IOWA, 

actions  by  the  widow.  111. 

summary  proceedings,  190,  191. 

equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

release  by  the  wife,  278,  279,  280,  285,  293,  294. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  333. 

curative  statutes,  366,  note. 

divorce,  as  affecting  the  claim  of  the  wife,  618. 

devises  in  lieu  of  share  under  the  law,  415,  466. 

remedy  where  widow  evicted  from  testamentary  provision,  495. 

statute  of  limitations,  541. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  233. 

assignment  by  the  tenant,  66. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  547,  551,  552,  663. 

right  of  widow  to  have  homestead  included  in  the  assignment,  75. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600,  601,  610. 

improvements  by  alienee,  578. 

damages,  657,  658,  659,  660,  667,  681. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  749. 

IRREGULAR  ASSIGNMENT, 

binding,  if  ratified,  or  acquiesced  in,  81. 

JOINT  TENANTS, 
assignment  by,  73. 

JOINTURE, 
plea  of,  92. 

as  a  bar  of  dower,  367-412. 

origin  of,  and  its  introduction  into  the  United  States,  367-^71. 
legal,  requisites  of,  371,  372. 

it  must  consist  of  an  estate  or  interest  in  land,  372,  373% 

it  must  take  effect  in  possession  or  profit  immediately, on  the  death  of 

the  husband,  373^  374. 
the  estate  limited  must  not  be  for  a  less  term  than  the  life  of  the  wife, 

374-376. 
the  estate  must  be  limited  to  the  wife  herself,  and  not  to  another  in 
trust,  376. 
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but  it  may  be  limited  to  the  husband  and  wife  jointlj  in  fee,  376,  377. 
it  must  be  made  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  and  should  so  appear  in  the 

deed,  377-380. 
to  be  a  complete  bar,  it  mnst  be  made  before  the  marriage,  380,  381. 
not  necessary  that  the  estate  limited  be  immediately  derived  from  the 

husband,  381. 
the  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  rule  as  to  the  amount,  381,  382. 
assent  of  the  wife,  382-385. 
equitable,  385-401. 
upon  infants,  401-408. 

remedy  where  the  widow  is  evicted  of,  408-411. 
conveyance  of,  412. 

JUDGMENT, 

for  dower,  at  common  law,  97-100. 

in  the  United  States,  130-132. 

distinction  between,  and  award  of  damages,  677,  678. 
form  of,  where  there  is  an  outstanding  term  for  years,  99. 
when  stay  of  execution  ordered,  99,  ICO. 
assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  under,  607. 

JURISDICTION, 

of  courts  of  equity,  in  cases  of  dower,  134-162. 

when  exclusive,  150-153. 
of  probate  court,  in  summary  proceedings,  163-191. 

KANSAS, ' 

quarantine  in,  52,  note,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings,  187. 

actions  for  dower,  112,  114. 

release  of  dower,  278. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  397,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lien  of  dower,  465. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476,  477. 

remedy  where  widow  is  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502. 

divorce  as  affecting  dower,  520,  521. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 

method  of  making  the  assignment,  132. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600,  603. 

effect  of  assignment,  701. 

remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  710. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  of  widow  where  she  has  lost  her  dower  by  default,  133. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  667,  671,  677,  679,  680,  684. 

KENTUCKY, 

quarantine  in,  52,  55,  60,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  dower  as&igned,  35. 
summary  proceedings,  176-178. 
actions  for  dower,  109,  120. 
equity  jurisdiction,  143. 
imparlance,  122. 

view  and  essoin  abolished,  122,  123. 
release  of  dower,  275,  279,  280. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 
requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  321-325. 

jointure,  371,  373,  375,  note,  379,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464,  466,  467,  note, 
election  to  take  under  husband's  will,  476,  477,  478,  481,  484,  486,  492,  493, 

497. 
remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  495. 
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diTorce  as  affecting  dower,  518.  » 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  602. 

statute  of  limitations,  532. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  231,  232. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  551,  552,  557,  note,  560,  562. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  603. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sura,  160,  613. 

improvements  by  alienee,  57 Y,  584,  585. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

damages,  657,  659,  662,  668,  669,  671,  676,  678,  679,  681. 

mesne  profits,  689. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  698. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  741,  742. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  753. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

LEASE, 

made  by  husband  alone,  defeated  by  assignment  of  dower,  724. 

unless  widow  accept  assignment  contrary  to  common  right,  725. 
dower  right  not  the  subject  of,  at  law,  before  assignment,  40-43. 

the  rule  in  equity,  43-45. 

LEASEHOLD  ESTATE, 

not  subject  to  quarantine  except  in  States  where  widow  dowable  of,  53. 
assignment  of  dower  in,  553. 

LEASE  FOR  LIFE, 

acceptance  of,  by  widow,  as  affecting  dower,  244. 

LEASE  FOR  YEARS, 

acceptance  of,  by  widow,  as  affecting  dower,  244,  245. 
when  dowable  estate  subject  to,  widow  entitled  to  rent,  725. 
executed  by  widow,  terminated  by  her  de^th,  729,  730. 

LEGISLATIVE  POWER, 

over  inchoate  dower,  8-22. 

dower  consummate  not  subject  to,  25,  26. 

LESSEE  FOR  YEARS, 

whether  dowress  can  enter  upon,  fbr  condition  broken,  725,  726. 

LETTERS, 

of  the  parties,  when  admissible  to  prove  marriage,  194: 

LETTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION, 

whether  admissible  to  prove  death,  208,  209. 

LEVY, 

right  of  quarantine  not  subject  to,  60,  61. 
dower  interest  not  subject  to,  before  assignment,  37-40. 
otherwise  as  to  statutory  dower,  in  Pennsylvania,  37,  note, 
the  rule  in  Missouri,  39,  40. 

LEJT  REI  8IT^, 

dower  governed  by,  24,  25. 

LIMITATIONS, 

statute  of,  as  affecting  dower,  523-543. 
as  affecting  damages,  681. 

MAINE, 

quarantine  in,  53. 

demand  of  dower,  102-106. 

summary  proceedings,  171. 

actions  for  dower,  106, 120,  132. 

averments  of  the  declaration,  117. 

release  of  dower,  274,  285. 

no  privy  examination  required,  302. 

jointure,  373,  374,  note,  379,  380,  381,  384,  396, 407,  408. 
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derises  in  iieo  of  dower,  464,  466. 

election  to  take  under  will,  472,  475,  476. 

remedy  where  the  widow  is  deprived  of  testamentary  proTlBion,  494. 

diTorce  as  affecting  dower,  621. 

statute  of  limitatiotts,  528,  542. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  nnder  hnsband  of  demandant,  225-227,  236. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  551,  552,  562. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599. 

assignment  of  a  gross  snm,  160. 

method  of  setting  ont  the  dower,  131. 

improTements  bj  alienee,  577. 

increase  in  TsJne  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

damages,  657,  659,  663,  668,  671,  675,  679. 

remedy  where  the  widow  is  eyicted  of  dower,  712,  713,  715-719. 

tortious  conyeyance  by  widow,  739. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  749. 

MARKET, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

MARLBRIDGE, 
statute  of,  743. 

MARRIAGE, 

proof  of,  192-199. 

of  demandant  pending  writ,  plea  of,  90. 

MARYLAND, 

summary  proceedings  for  the  recoyery  of  dower,  174, 175. 
equity  jurisdiction,  143,  144. 
release  of  dower,  269,  276,  284. 
priyy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  303. 
requisites  of  yalid  certificate,  308-311. 
curatiye  statutes,  354. 
jointure,  375,  note, 
deyises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465,  466. 
election  to  take  under  wiU,  471,  472,  476,  477,  496,  497. 
remedy  where  widow  is  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  495. 
statute  of  limitations,  532,  533. 

assignment  of  a  gr6s8  sum  in  lien  of  dower,  160,  613,  614,  637-646,  653. 
improvements  by  alienee,  577. 
increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 
damages,  659,  662,  666,  667,  678,  681. 
mesne  profits,  688,  691,  692. 
death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  697. 
remedy  of  widow  where  evicted  of  dower,  712. 
forfeiture  of  dower  for  bigamy,  503. 
for  waste,  749,  753. 

MASSACHUSETTS, 

quarantine  in,  52,  53. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 

demand  of  dower,  101-106. 

summary  proceedings,  168-171. 

actions  for  dower,  106,  119. 

imparlance,  122. 

release  of  dower,  269,  270,  271-273,  and  note,  277,  279,  285. 

no  privy  examination  required,  302. 

jointure,  370,  371,  373,  374,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464. 

election  to  take  under  will,  469,  470,  475,  476,  477,  482,  483,  486. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

statutory  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  260. 
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elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  503. 

dlTorce  as  affecting  dower,  520. 

■tatnte  of  limitations,  527. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  227,  228. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  131,  546,  647,  551,  561,  562. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599. 

assignment  of  a  gross  snm,  160,  651,  652. 

improvements  by  alienee,  573,  581,  582. 

increase  in  yalue  from  extrinsic  causes,  587,  588,  589. 

damages,  657,  660,  662,  668,  670,  675,  679. 

remedy  where  widow  is  evicted  o{  dower,  712-715. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  739. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  747-749,  754-756. 

MBBTON, 

statute  of,  657,  658,  684. 
(See  Dakaoib.) 

MSSNB  PROFITS, 

recovery  of,  in  a  court  of  equity,  685-697. 
death  of  defendant  pending  the  proceeding,  695,  696. 
death  of  demandant  before  assignment  of  dower,  696-698. 
sUtute  of  limiutions  as  affecting,  687. 

MBSSUAGB, 

what  it  includes,  55. 

HBTBS  AND  BOUNDS, 

when  dower  must  be  assigned  by,  73,  74,  545-552. 
when  assignment  by,  dispensed  with,  74,  76-82,  552-557. 
assignment  by,  as  acfainst  alienee  of  husband,  564-598.  ^ 

in  courts  of  equity,  159. 

HIGHIGAN, 

quarantfne  in,  52,  53. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings,  176. 

actions  for  dower,  110,  115,  116,  118,  121,  129. 

release  of  dower,  275,  276,  294. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  305. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  333. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464. 

election  to  talce  under  will,  476. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

divorce  as  affecting  dower,  520. 

statute  of  limitations,  540,  541. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  230. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 

assignmept  of  dower,  132,  700. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600. 

assignment  of  a  gross  snm,  613. 

improvements  by  alienee,  578. 

increase  in  value  Arom  extrinsic  causes,  589,  593. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  669,  670,  681,  682. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  of  widow  where  evicted  of  dower,  713. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  742. 

remedy  for  waste,  749. 

MILL, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  74,  657,  599. 

MINES, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  653-556,  699. 
waste  to  open  and  woric  unopened,  754. 
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MINNESOTA, 

qaarantine  in,  52,  53. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  asaignment  of  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings,  1 76. 

release  of  dower,  276,  279. 

priTj  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  305. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lien  of  dower,  464. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

divorce  as  affecting  dower,  520. 

effect  of  assignment  of  dower,  700. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sum,  613. 

improvements  by  alienee,  578. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes.  593. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  669,  670,  681,  682. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  where  widow  evicted  of  dower,  713. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  742. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  749. 

MISSISSIPPI, 

quarantine  in,  52,  note,  58,  60,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  34. 

summary  proceedings,  178-181. 

actions  for  dower,  110,  111. 

equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  343. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  466. 

election  to  take  under  will,  473,  476,  477,  479,  496,  497. 

statute  of  limitations,  538. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  232,  233. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  547. 

right  of  widow  to  have  improvements  included  in  assignment,  75. 

improvements  by  alienee,  577. 

increase  m  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

mesne  profits,  691. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  697. 

remedy  where  widow  is  evicted  of  dower,  712,  713. 

remedy  for  waste,  749. 

MISSOURI, 

quarantine  in,  53,  56,  57,  59,  60,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  35. 

summary  proceedings,  187. 

actions  for  dower.  111,  112,  114.  117,  128,  129. 

equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

release  of  dower  where  the  wife  is  insane,  285. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  306. 

requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  333-335. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  379,  380,  381,  384,  386,  387,  397,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  465. 

election  to  take  nnder  will,  475-477. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

statutory  provision  in  lien  of  dower,  258,  259. 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  520,  521. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502. 

statute  of  limitations,  537. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 

assignment,  as  against  the  heir,  132,  552,  553. 

in  the  rents  and  profits,  600,  603. 

at  the  instance  of  a  creditor,  39,  40,  47. 
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improTemeDts  by  alienee,  577. 

increase  in  yalne  from  extrinsic  canses,  589. 

effect  of  assignmeoty  700,  701. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  667,  671,  672,  677,  679,  680. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  698. 

death  of  defendant,  696,  note. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  709,  710. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748. 

MISTAKE, 

when  election  made  under,  may  be  avoided,  488-492. 

MONEYS, 

when  widow  endowed  of,  in  courts  of  equity,  159,  160,  612-614. 

MORTGAGE, 

upon  dowable  estate,  apportionment  of,  654. 
apportionment  not  necessary,  if  left  outstanding,  654,  655. 
dower  right  not  the  subject  of,  at  law,  before  assignment,  40-43. 
the  rule  in  equity,  43-45. 

IfB  UNQU^S  AC  COUPLE, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  91,  92. 

in  the  United  Sutes,  125,  126. 

NE  UNQUES  SEISIE, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  91 . 

in  the  United  States,  126. 
admits  the  marriage,  192,  note. 

NEW  ASSIGNMENT, 

proceeding  for,  where  the  widow  has  been  evicted,  719. 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE, 

demand  of  dower,  102-106. 

actions  for  dower,  106,  119. 

summary  proceedings,  174. 

release  of  dower,  276,  283. 

privy  examination  not  required,  302. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  416,  417. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  505. 

statute  of  limitations,  527,  528. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  229,  230. 

assignment  of  dower  by  the  tenant,  66. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  131,  132,  552,  560. 

assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599. 

improvements  by  alienee,  578. 

effect  of  assignment,  700. 

damages,  657,  660,  663,  667,  670. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  740,  741. 

remedy  for  waste,  749. 

NEW  JERSEY, 

quarantine  in,  52,  note,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  dower,  34. 

summary  proceedings,  174. 

actions  for  dower,  106. 

equity  jurisdiction,  143. 

release  of  dower,  271,  and  note,  275. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  316,  317. 

devises  in  lien  of  dower,  465,  466. 
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election  to  take  under  the  will,  474,  476,  478,  483,  484,  485,  497. 

remedy  where  widow  deprired  of  testamentary  proyision,  494. 

jointure,  376,  note,  397,  407,  408. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502. 

statute  of  limitations,  528-530. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  229. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613,  652,  653. 

improvements  by  alienee,  577,  583. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 

effect  of  assignment,  700,  701. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  661,  663,  665,  667,  671,  672,  675,  680. 

mesne  profits,  689. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  710. 

remedy  where  widow  has  lost  her  dower  by  default,  133. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  739. 

forfeiture  for  waste,  748. 

loss  arising  from  accidental  fires,  755. 

NEW  YORK, 

quarantine  in,  53,  63,  64. 

summary  proceedings,  163-168. 

actions  for  dower,  110,  114,  115,  118,  121. 

writs  of  view  abolished,  123. 

imparlance,  122. 

defences,  how  made,  129. 

equity  jurisdiction,  142. 

release  of  dower,  270,  278,  279,  291,  292. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  303. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  318-320. 

curative  statutes,  354,  355. 

jointure,  371,  372,  373,  375,  note,  376,  note,.379,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407, 

408,  note, 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  414,  415,  466. 
election  to  take  under  will,  474,  475,  476,  496. 
remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  495. 
elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502,  503. 
divorce  as  affecting  dower,  514-518. 
statute  of  limitations,  525-527. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  218-225,  234. 
judgment  for  dower,  131. 

assignment  as  against  the  heir,  132,  546,  -556,  559,  560,  561. 
in  the  rents  and  profits,  604,  609. 
of  a  gross  sum,  160,  613. 
improvements  by  alienee,  573-576,  582,  583,  584. 
increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  590-592,  595,  596. 
effect  of  assignment,  700.  * 

damages,  657,  659,  661,  662,  666,  667,  669,  670,  681,  682. 
mesne  profits,  687,  688. 
death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  698. 
when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 
tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  741. 
forfeiture  for  waste,  748. 
loss  from  accidental  fires,  755. 

NON-CLAIM, 
plea  of,  93. 

NON-PAYMENT  OP  TAXES, 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  756,  757. 

NON-TENURE, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  90. 

in  the  United  States,  124,  126. 
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NORTH  CAROLINA, 
qnarantine  in,  55. 
Bammaiy  proceedings,  184-186. 
actions  for  dower,  112, 117. 
equity  jurisdiction,  144. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 
requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  337-342. 
curative  statutes,  354,  366. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464-466. 

election  to  take  under  the  will,  470,  471,  473,  476,  477,  478,  497. 
elopement  and  adultery  of  the  wife,  502,  504. 
divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  537. 
statute  of  limitations,  537. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  232,  235. 
assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  547,  548,  552. 

in  the  rents  and  profits,  603,  605.  * 

of  a  gross  sum,  613,  650,  651. 
right  of  widow  to  have  improvements  included  in  the  assignment,  75. 
improvements  by  alienee,  577. 
increase  in  value  f^om  extrinsic  causes,  589. 
damages,  657,  659,  662,  675,  676. 
mesne  profits,  690,  691. 
death  of  widow  pending  proceeding^,  698. 
death  of  defendant,  696,  note, 
remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  707,  708. 
tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  742. 
forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  751,  752. 

OHIO, 

quarantine  in,  53. 

summary,  proceedings,  175,  176. 

actions  for  dower,  112. 

equity  Jurisdiction,  144. 

release  of  dower,  275,  277,  2?9,  285. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 

requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  325-330. 

curative  statutes,  362-365. 

jointure,  375,  note,  380,  397,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464. 

election  to  take  under  will,  471,  472,  480,  483,  492. 

elopement  and  adulteiy  of  the  wife,  502. 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  520-522. 

statute  of  limitations,  530,  531. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  230,  231,  235. 

assignment  of  dower  by  the  tenant,  66,  68. 

as  against  the  heir,  552,  560. 

in  the  rents  and  profits,  599,  600,  603. 

of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 
improvements  by  alienee,  577. 
increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 
damages,  658,  660,  663,  667,  668,  671,  677,  679,  682. 
mesne  profits,  691. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  698. 
when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 
remedy  of  widow  where  evicted  of  dower,  712,  713. 
tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  740. 
forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  751. 

for  non-payment  of  taxes,  756,  757. 

OFFICER, 

taking  acknowledgment,  must  be  disinterested,  305,  306. 
proof  of  genuineness  of  certificate  of,  not  required,  307. 
requisites  of  valid  certificate  by,  307-343. 
certificate  of,  not  conclusive  upon  the  wife,  347-353. 
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omission  to  state  official  character,  344,  note. 

power  of,  to  take  acknowledgments  oat  of  bis  county,  307, 308,  note. 

can  not  impeach  his  own  official  certificate,  333. 

OFFICES, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  699. 

OREGON, 

quarantine  in,  52,  53. 

summary  proceedings,  176. 

release  of  dower,  276. 

priyj  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  305. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  343. 

jointure,  373,  375,  note,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  520. 

assignment  of  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600. 

improvements  by  alienee,  578. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  593,  594. 

effect  of  assignment,  700. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  669,  670,  681,  682. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery,  133. 

remedy  of  widow  where  evicted  of  dower,  713. 

remedy  for  waste  by  widow,  749. 

ORPHANS'  COURT, 

jurisdiction  of,  in  proceedings  for  dower,  171,  172,  173,  174. 

PARDON, 

effect  of,  in  restoring  dower  forfeited  for  crime,  735. 

PARK, 

keepership  of,  assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

PAROL, 

dower  not  releasable  by,  266. 
dower  may  be  assigned  by,  66-68. 

otherwise  in  certain  States,  68. 
not  allowed  to  demur  in  proceedings  for  dower,  97. 

PAROL  EVIDENCE, 

to  establish  identity  of  land  in  which  dower  is  demanded,  204. 
inadmissible  to  show  proper  acknowledgment,  344,  345. 
or  to  explain  will,  463,  464. 

or  to  show  what  lands  were  included  in  an  assignment  of  dower,  560. 
or  to  establish  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  relative  to  dower, 
8,  note. 

PARTIES, 

to  a  bill  in  equity  for  dower,  146-148. 

PARTITION, 

when  widow  proper  party  to  proceeding^  for,  164,  165,  note,  175,  176,  187, 

note,  189. 
when  widow  not  a  proper  party,  31,  32. 
assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  in,  607,  608. 

PARTNERSHIP  LANDS, 

proceedings  for  dower  in,  151,  152. 

assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from  sale  of,  607. 

point  of  time  at  which  the  present  value  of  the  wife's  interest  is  to  be  valued, 

653. 
when  widow  necessary  party  to  proceedings  for  sale  of,  264,  note. 

PAVEMENT, 

when  dowress  bound  to  constrnct,  733,  734. 
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PENDENTE  LITE, 

widow  not  entitled  to  allowance,  695. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

Bnmiiiary  proceedings,  171,  172. 

actions  for  dower,  106-109,  120. 

equity  jurisdiction,  143. 

release  of  dower,  270,  271,  275,  278,  279,  292,  293,  and  note. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302,  303. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  311-316. 

curative  statutes,  354-362. 

jointure,  386. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  415,  416,  464,  466. 

election  to  take  under  will,  479,  480,  483,  485,  490,  491. 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  518. 

acceptance  of  distributive  share,  259. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of  demandant,  228,  and  note. 

assigument  of  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 

improvements  by  alienee,  576,  577. 

increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  587-589. 

damages  and  costs,  659,  667,  670,  675,  678,  682. 

death  of  widow  pending  proceedings,  697,  698. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  739,  740. 

waste,  150. 

statutory  dower  subject  to  execution  before  assignment,  37,  note. 

PERMISSIVE  WASTE, 

in  what  it  consists,  744. 
forfeiture  of  dower  for,  744. 

PERSONALTY, 

devised  in  lieu  of  dower,  446,  447. 

PETIT  CAPE, 

form  of,  88,  note. 

PISCARY, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  599. 

PURCHASE, 

for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  when  a  defence  in  the  English  courts 

of  equity,  153-157. 
the  rule  in  the  American  States,  129,  157, 168. 

(See  PURCHASEB.) 

PURCHASER, 

when  not  affected  by  fraud  of  husband  in  procuring  release  of  wife,  347-353. 
widow  taking  under  husband's  will  regarded  as  a,  496,  497. 
under  execution,  treated  as  alienee  of  husband,  579. 

exoneration  of,  from  claim  of  dower,  where  husband  died  seized  of  other 
lands,  98,  597,  598. 
(See  Purchase.) 

POSSESSION, 

of  husband,  when  evidence  of  seizin,  199-205. 

POST-NUPTIAL  AGREEMENT, 

when  a  good  legal  jointure,  371-385. 
when  a  good  equitable  jointure,  385-401. 

PLEAS  IN  ABATEMENT, 
at  common  law,  90. 
in  the  United  SUtes,  123-125. 

PLEAS  IN  BAR, 

at  common  law,  90-97. 

in  the  United  States,  123-129. 
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PRECIPE, 

for  writ  of  dower,  84. 

PRESENT  VALUE, 

of  estates  for  life,  manner  of  estimating,  614-652. 
(See  BsTATBS  fob  Liri.) 

PRESUMPTION, 

of  legality  of  marriage,  197,  198. 

of  seisin  by  husband,  200,  201. 

of  continuance  of  life,  206,  207. 

of  death,  211-^16. 

of  release  of  dower,  288. 

that  dower  has  been  assigned,  66,  note. 

PROBATE  COURT, 

jurisdiction  of,  in  summary  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  dower,  163-191. 

PROBATE  OP  WILL, 

whether  admissible  to  prove  death,  208,  209. 

PROCESS, 

in  actions  for  dower  in  the  United  States,  119-121. 

PRIOR  TERM  FOR  YEARS, 

plea  of,  in  delay  of  execution,  and  to  defeat  the  claim  for  damages,  94. 

PRIVY  EXAMINATION  AND  ACKNOWLEDGMENT, 
at  common  law,  301,  302. 
in  the  United  States,  302-305. 

the  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment  must  be  disinterested,  305,  306. 
proof  of  genuineness  of  the  certificate  not  required,  307. 
requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  307-343. 

parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  a  proper  acknowledgment,  344,  345. 
defective  acknowledgment  not  aided  in  equity,  345,  346. 
re-acknowledgment  of  deed  defectively  certified,  346. 

re-delivery  after  husband's  death  of  deed  defectively  acknowledged,  346,  347. 
certificate  of  officer  not  conclusive  upon  the  wife,  347-353. 
officer  taking  the  acknowledgment  can  not  impeach  his  own  certificate,  353. 

QUARANTINE, 

at  common  law,  49-51. 

in  the  United  States,  51-59. 

extends  only  to  such  property  as  the  widow  is  dowable  of,  53. 

can  not  be  claimed  of  property  held  in  common,  63,  54. 

nor  in  unimproved  lands  disconnected  from  farm  on  which  husband  resided, 

54,  66. 
widow  not  entitled  to,  as  against  person  claiming  by  paramount  titie,  57. 
right  of,  not  subject  to  execution,  60,  61. 
rule  not  uniform  as  to  right  to  transfer,  59,  60. 
support  of  widow  during,  51. 

remedy  of  widow  where  she  has  been  deforced  o^  61-63. 
expiration  of,  31,  63,  64. 
forfeiture  of,  59,  60.  ^ 

RE-ACKNOWLBDGMENT, 

of  deed  defectively  certified,  346. 

RECITALS, 

in  defendant's  deed,  when  widow  may  avail  herself  of,  204. 

RECONCILIATION, 

where  wife  has  been  guilty  of  elopement  and  adultery,  498,  501,  505,  506. 

RE-DELIVBRY, 

after  husband's  death,  of  deed  defectively  acknowledged,  346,  347. 

RELEASE, 

of  dower,  266-300. 

must  be  by  instrument  of  writing,  266. 
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RBLBASE— (  CorUmued,) 

in  Bngland,  by  fine  and  recoverj,  266-268. 
in  the  United  States,  268-300. 
bj  infant /€m«  covert^  283-285. 
where  the  wife  is  insane,  285,  286. 
husband  and  wife  must  join,  271-278. 

modification  of  this  rule  in  certain  States,  273,  note,  275,  276. 
simultaneous  execution  by  husband  and  wife  not  necessary,  276,  277. 
execution  of,  by  wife,  in  conjunction  with  husband's  attorney,  277. 
whether  the  wife  may  release  by  attorney,  278. 
must  be  under  seal,  279,  280. 

otherwise  in  certain  States,  280. 
must  contain  words  of  release  or  grant,  280-283. 
to  stranger,  288-290. 
to  husband,  290-294. 

wife  may  recall  her  assent  before  deliTcry  of,  286. 
estoppel  of  widow  by,  250. 
in  what  cases  not  an  absolute  bar,  287,  288. 
when  execution  of,  presumed,  288. 
if  avoided,  dower  restored,  294,  295. 
defective,  can  not  be  reformed  as  to  the  wife,  297-300. 
in  one  moiety,  does  not  operate  as  a  release  in  the  other  moiety,  287,  288. 
to  one  tenant  in  common,  does  not  operate  as  a  release  to  another,  287,  288. 
of  dower,  does  not  pass  separate  estate  of  wife,  287,  note. 

otherwise  where  she  also  joins  in  the  granting  part  of  the  deed,  287,  note, 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  of  wife,  301-353. 
after  husband's  death,  40,  295,  296. 
when  agreement  for,  obtained  by  executors,  binding  upon  creditors  of  the 

estate,  70. 
of  rent,  b}'  husband  alone,  not  binding  on  wife,  724. 
plea  of,  at  common  law,  94. 

in  the  United  States,  128. 
(See  PBivr  Bxamination  and  Aoknowlsdombnt.) 

RENT, 

of  quarantine  lands,  whether  widow  entitled  to,  54,  56,  57. 

receipt  of,  by  husband,  when  evidence  of  seizin,  200. 

devised  in  lieu  of  dower,  charged  upon  land  of  which  widow  is  dowable,  434-446. 

assignment  of,  in  lieu  of  dower,  599,  600. 

arising  on  lease  for  years,  when  widow  entitled  to,  725. 

arising  upon  lease  by  widow  of  her  dower  estate,  729,  730. 

release  of,  by  husband  alone,  not  binding  on  the  widow,  724. 

in  arrear,  when  widow  allowed  interest  on,  695. 

RENTS  AND  PROFITS, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  159,  599-611. 

REPAIRS, 

dowress  must  contribute  to,  730,  731. 

REPUTATION, 

proof  of  marriage  by,  193. 

when  admissible  to  prove  husband's  death,  209-211. 

RESCISSION, 

when  widow  of  vendor  may  join  in  bill  with  heirs  for,  148. 

RETURN, 

of  assignment  of  dower,  548-550. 

must  mention  with  certainty  the  lands  set  out,  548,  549. 

when  void  for  uncertainty,  549,  550. 

not  aided  by  parol,  550. 

within  the  control  of  the  court,  161. 

REVERSIONER, 

when  he  may  be  received  to  protect  his  title,  84. 
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RHODE  ISLAND, 
qaarantiDe  in,  52. 
demand  of  dower,  102-106. 
Bummarj  proceedings,  173. 
actions  for  dower,  106. 
release  of  dower,  275,  279. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  303. 
reqnisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  317,  318. 
jointure,  373,  375,  note,  381,  386,  396,  397,  407,  408. 
devises  in  lien  of  dower,  416,  417. 
election  to  take  ander  will,  476,  477. 

remedy  where  the  widow  is  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 
elopement  and  adalteiy  of  wife,  503. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  nndcr  husband  of  demandant,  230. 
assignment  of  dower  by  the  tenant,  66,  68,  69. 
judgment  for  dower,  131. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  132,  552. 
notice  of  the  assignment,  545. 
assignment  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599,  600. 
damages,  657,  660,  663,  667,  670,  681. 
right  to  remove  fences  erected  by  widow,  734. 
forfeiture  for  waste,  748,  753,  754. 

ROOMS, 

assignment  of,  for  dower,  545-547. 

SALE, 

assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  from,  607,  608. 
devises  In  trust  for,  in  lieu  of  dower,  424-428. 

SEAL, 

necessary  to  a  release  of  dower,  279,  280. 
dispensed  with  in  certain  States,  280. 

SEIZIN, 

by  the  husband  necessary  to  entitle  the  widow  to  damages,  658-660. 

evidence  of,  199-205. 

intermediate,  displaced  by  assignment  of  dower,  723. 

SENTENCE  OP  SPIRITUAL  COURT, 
when  evidence  of  marriage,  192. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE, 

of  wife,  does  not  pass  by  release  of  dower,  287,  note. 

otherwise  where  she  also  joins  in  the  granting  part  of  the  deed,  287,  note. 

SEPARATE  TRACTS, 

assignment  of  dower  in,  550-552. 

SERVICES, 

to  which  the  dowress  is  liable,  730-734. 

SETTLEMENT, 

when  acquired  by  residence  on  dower  lands,  27,  30. 

SHERIFF, 

duty  of,  in  assigning  dower,  545-550. 
remedy  for  excessive  assignment  by,  705-710. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA, 

actions  for  dower,  109,  110,  114,  120,  121. 
equity  jurisdiciion,  143-145. 
form  of  the  verdict  in  dower,  130. 
release  of  dower,  275. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 
requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  342. 
curative  statutes,  354. 
•  jointure,  371,  375,  note,  380. 
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SOUTH  CAROLINA— ((7#n/miKNf.) 
doYiseB  in  liea  of  dower,  415,  466. 
election  to  take  under  will,  480,  481,  484,  485. 
remedy  where  widow  is  evicted  of  testamentary  provision,  490,  495. 
statutory  provision  in  lien  of  dower,  257,  258. 
elopement  and  adnltery  of  the  wife,  502,  504,  505. 
statute  of  limitations,  539,  540. 

estoppel  of  parties  claiming  under  husband  of^demandant,  232. 
assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  132,  551,  563. 

in  the  rents  and  profits,  599,  600. 

of  a  gross  sum,  160,  646-650,  653. 
improvements  by  alienee,  577,  578. 
increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  593. 
damages,  658,  663,  668.  ^ 

mesne  profits,  689,  690. 
interest  on  arrears,  694,  695. 
remedy  for  excessive  assignment,  707. 
for  waste  by  the  widow,  749. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE, 

when  inchoate  dower  of  wife  of  vendor  a  defence  against,  5, 

STATUTES,  CURATIVE, 

healing  defective  aclcnowledgments,  354-366. 

STATUTORY  DOWER, 

in  Pennsylvania,  subject  to  levy  and  sale  before  assignment,  37,  note. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS, 

estate  in  dower  within,  266. 

STATUTE  OP  LIMITATIONS, 
as  aflTecting  dower,  523-543. 
the  doctrine  in  England,  523,  524. 

in  the  United  States,  525-543. 
does  not  run  against  the  wife  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  543,  543. 
as  affecting  the  recovery  of  damages,  681. 

STATUTORY  PROVISION, 

election  to  take,  when  widow  estopped  by,  257-260. 

SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS, 

for  the  recovery  of  do^er,  163-191. 

SUMMONS, 

in  proceedings  for  dower  at  common  law,  85. 
service  and  return,  85-87. 

SURROGATE, 

jurisdiction  of,  in  proceedings  for  dower,  163-168. 
proceedings  before,  no  evidence  of  title,  167,  205. 

TABLES, 

of  the  expectation  of  life,  622-626,  630,  631,  Appendix, 
extent  to  which  they  may  be  relied  upon,  631-636. 
(See  Estates  fob  Liri.) 

TAXES, 

sale  for,  as  affecting  dower,  250. 

accruing  between  death  of  husband  and  assignment  of  dower,  widow  noc 

liable  for,  58,  757. 
assessed  upon  dower  estate,  widow  bound  for,  732. 
in  what  cases  apportioned,  732,  733. 
forfeiture  of  dower  for  non-payment  of,  756,  757. 

TENANT, 

death  of,  pending  proceedings  for*  dower,  680,  681,  695,  696. 

TENANT  BY  ELEGIT, 

can  not  assign  dower,  69. 

writ  of  dower  will  not  lie  against,  84. 
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TENANT  OP  THE  FREEHOLD, 
may  assign  dower,  65-82. 

not  necessary  that  he  should  haTB  a  yalid  title,  70-72. 
proceedings  against,  for  the  recoveiy  of  dower,  84,  112, 113. 
when  he  may  be  received  to  defend,  84. 

when  he  may  falsify  aAer  judgment  against  party  haying  chattel  interest,  84. 
when  estopped  f^om  denying  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower,  82. 

TENANT  BY  STATUTE  MERCHANT, 
no  power  to  assign  dower,  69. 

TENANT  BY  STATUTE  STAPLE, 
not  aathorized  to  assign  dower,  69. 

TENANT  FOR  ^EARS, 

estate  of,  how  protected  in  giving  judgment  for  dower,  99, 100. 
can  not  assign  dower,  69. 

otherwise  in  a  portion  of  the  States,  69,  70, 113. 
writ  of  dower  will  not  lie  against,  84,  112,  113. 

TENNESSEE, 

summary  proceedings,  187-189. 

actions  for  dower,  112. 

equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  305. 

requisites  of  a  valid  certificate,  335,  336. 

curative  statutes,  366. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464,  465. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476,  491,  492. 

remedy  where  widow  is  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  495. 

divorce,  as  affecting  dower,  521. 

statute  of  limitations,  533-537. 

assignment  of  dower  as  against  the  heir,  547,  548,  652. 

in  the  rents  and  profits,  603,  604. 

of  a  gross  sum,  160. 
right  of  widow  to  have  improvements  included  in  the  assignment,  75. 
improvements  by  alienee,  577. 
increase  in  value  from  extrinsic  causes,  589. 
damages,  676. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  742. 
waste,  753. 

TERM  FOR  YEARS, 

outstanding,  when  to  be  pleaded  by  tenant,  94. 
as  affecting  the  recovery  of  damages,  672. 

TERRE-TENANT, 

release  to,  after  husband's  death,  295,  296. 

TESTAMENTARY  PROVISION, 
in  lieu  of  dower,  468-497. 
remedy  of  widow  when  deprived  of,  494,  495. 
(See  Elkction.) 

TITLE, 

mode  of  procedure  in  equity,  where  disputed,  148-150. 

TORTIOUS  CONVEYANCE, 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  737-742. 

TOUT  TEMPS  PRIST, 

plea  of,  at  common  law,  96,  97. 
in  the  United  States,  129. 
can  not  be  pleaded  by  alienee  of  heir,  96,  97,  671,  672. 
extent  of  recovery  of  damages  where  plea  of,  not  interposed,  661-663. 
recovery  where  it  is  pleaded,  664-666. 
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THlfiASON, 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  736,  737. 

TRIAL, 

of  the  issue,  97. 

TRUSTBE, 

when  widow  dowable  of  moneys  in  hands  of,  159,  160.        * 

USB  AND  OCCUPATION, 

previons  to  assignment,  widow  can  not  maintain  assumpsit  for,  727. 

VENDEE, 

when  he  maj  have  compensation  on  account  of  dower  of  wife  of  rendor,  5. 

VENDOR, 

when  regarded  as  tenant  of  the  freehold,  113. 

VENDOR'S  LIEN, 

assignment  of  dower  in  moneys  arising  Arom  sale  under,  607. 

VERDICT, 

in  proceedings  for  dower,  129,  130. 
should  find  all  the  material  points  in  issue,  130. 
sufficient  if  substance  of  the  issue  be  found,  130. 
surplusage  in,  130. 

in  favor  of  one  defendant  upon  his  separate  plea  will  not  avail  another  defen- 
dant in  default,  130. 
form  of,  where  elopement  and  adultery  are  pleaded,  130. 

VERMONT, 

quarantine  in,  53,  64. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  her  dower,  35,  36. 

widow  may  convey  her  dower  before  assignment,  42,  43. 

assignment  of  dower  by  agreement  of  widow  and  creditors  where  the  estate  is 

insolvent,  69,  70. 
summary  proceedings,  172. 
equity  jurisdiction,  144. 

jointure,  371,  373,  375,  note,  380,  381,  386,  396,  408. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  416. 
election  to  take  under  will,  476,  477. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 
statutory  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  260. 
assignment  of  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits,  599,  600. 
remedy  of  widow  where  evicted  of  dower,  713. 
remedy  for  waste  committed  by  dowress,  749. 

VIEW, 

in  proceedings  for  dower  at  common  law,  89. 
in  the  United  States,  122,  123. 

VIRGINIA, 

quarantine  in,  52,  58,  59,  64. 

light  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 

Bummaiy  proceedings,  175. 

actions  for  dower,  106,  110. 

equity  jurisdiction,  143. 

imparlance,  122. 

view  and  essoin  abolished,  121,  122,  123. 

jointure,  371,  372,  373,  375,  note,  379,  380,  386,  396,  397,  407,  408. 

release  of  dower,  269,  275,  278,  285. 

privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  304. 

requisites  of  valid  certificate,  320,  321. 

devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  416. 

election  to  take  under  will,  476,  481,  482,  484,  486,  487,  496. 

remedy  of  widow  where  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 

elopement  and  adultery  of  wife,  502-504. 

judgment  for  dower,  131. 
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method  of  setting  out  the  dower,  132. 

assignment  of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  1G0|  613. 

improYements  by  alienee,  578. 

Increase  in  value  fh>m  extrinsic  causes,  592,  593. 

damages,  657,  659,  662,  667,  668,  671,  679,  681. 

mesne  profits,  688,  689. 

when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery  of  dower,  133. 

tortious  conveyance  by  widow,  740. 

remedy  for  waste,  749. 

VOID  ASSIGNMENT, 

binding,  if  ratified,  or  acquiesced  in  81,  82. 

VOLUNTARY  WASTE, 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  744. 

VOUCHEE, 

conditional  recovery  against,  98,  701. 

WARRANTY, 

in  favor  of  widow,  arising  upon  assignment  of  dower,  699,  701,  702,  711-713. 

WARRANTY,  COVENANT  OF, 
inchoate  dower  within,  4,  5. 

WASTE, 

in  what  it  consists,  744. 

voluntary  and  permissive,  744. 

deduction  on  account  of  liability  of  widow  to  impeachment  for,  610,  611. 

forfeiture  of  dower  for,  at  common  law,  742-747. 

in  the  United  States,  747-756. 
by  heir,  injunction  to  stay,  152, 153. 

WATER  RATES, 

when  dowress  must  contribute  to  payment  of,  733. 

WESTMINSTER  SECOND, 
statute  of,  498. 

WIDOW, 

when  invested  with  freehold  estate  in  the  dower  lands,  26-37,  720,  Y21. 

entry  by,  26,  27,  30. 

when  settlement  gained  by,  27,  30. 

conveyance  of  dower  interest  by,  40-45. 

when  a  necessaiy  party  to  proceedings  by  a  creditor,  264,  265. 

when  not  a  proper  party  to  an  action  to  recover  the  fee,  or  to  enforce  a  trust, 

32. 
or  to  proceedings  in  partition,  31,  32. 
or  to  proceedings  in  foreclosure,  260-265. 
can  not  lease  husband's  lands  before  dower  assigned,  32. 
nor  join  with  the  heirs  in  bringing  ejectment,  32,  33. 
right  to  occupy  husband's  lands  before  assignment  in  certain  States,  34-37. 
receipt  of  fruits  and  grass  by,  30. 

expulsion  of,  after  expiration  of  her  quarantine,  31,  63,  64. 
whether  entitled  to  rents  of  quarantine  lands,  54,  56,  57. 
remedy  of,  when  deforced  of  her  quarantine,  61-63. 
under  no  obligation  to  pay  taxes  assessed  before  assignment,  58,  757. 
release  of  dower  by,  295,  296. 

acceptance  of  dower  by,  estops  her  from  denying  her  husband's  title,  82. 
when  estopped  from  denying  validity  of  husband's  mortgage,  265. 
when  estopped  from  asserting  dower,  238-265. 
when  estopped  from  setting  up  paramount  title,  734,  note, 
not  entitled  to  allowance  ^ndente  Idle,  695. 
election  to  take  under  her  husband's  will,  468-497. 

entitled  to  be  informed  before  electing  of  the  true  condition  of  the  estate,  468, 
484-488. 
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must  exercise  the  right  of  election  in  person,  469,  470. 

election  where  she  is  insane,  471,  472. 

or  has  contracted  a  second  marriage,  472,  473. 

elecUng  to  take  under  will,  regarded  as  a  purchaser,  496,  497. 

assignment  of  dower  to,  vests  with  immediate  freehold,  720,  721. 

her  estate  takes  effect  by  relation  from  the  death  of  her  hnsband,  721-723. 

not  affected  by  charges  or  incumbrances  created  by  husband  alone,  724. 

otherwise  as  to  charges  or  incumbrances  created  prior  to  the  marriage,  724, 

725. 
or  where  she  accepts  assignment  contrary  to  common  right,  725. 
endowed  of  lands  subject  to  lease  for  years,  entitled  to  rent,  725. 
whether  she  can  enter  upon  lessee  for  years  for  condition  broken,  725,  726. 
can  not  maintain  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  previous  to  assignment, 

727. 
when  entitled  to  emblements,  82,  727-729. 
may  bequeath  crops  growing  on  dower  lands,  728,  7^9. 
leases  for  years  executed  by,  729,  730. 
duties  or  services  to  which  she  is  liable,  730-734. 
endowed  of  estate  in  common,  must  stock  proportionally  with  other  tenants, 

730. 
and  contribute  toward  repairs,  730,  731. 
endowed  of  estate  tail  which  has  determined,  must  pay  one-third  of  the  rent 

reserved,  731.    . 
mast  contribute  to  rent  services,  731. 

must  keep  down  one-third  of  the  interest  on  paramount  incumbrances,  732. 
must  pay  taxes  assessed  upon  dower  estate,  732. 
how  apportioned  in  certain  cases,  732,  733. 
must  pay  her  proportion  of  water  rates,  733. 
must  pay  for  foot  pavement  constructed  in  front  of  premises  assigned  for  dower, 

t33,  734. 
compensation  to,  for  improvements,  where  dower  admeasured  on  account  of 

excessive  assignment,  710. 
remedy  of,  where  evicted  of  her  jointure,  408-411. 

where  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494,  495. 
eviction  of,  Arom  the  estate  assigned  her  as  dower,  711-719. 
forfeiture  of  dower  for  crime  of,  735-737. 

for  tortious  conveyance  by,  737-742. 

for  waste  by,  at  common  law,  742-747. 
in  the  United  SUtes,  747-756. 

for  non-payment  of  taxes  by,  756,  757. 
effect  of  death  of,  734. 

WIDOWHOOD, 

devises  during,  in  lien  of  dower,  447-453. 

WIPE, 

when  estopped  by  her  covenants  fh>m  claiming  dower,  287,  note. 

effect  of  joinder  by,  in  granting  part  of  deed  containing  release  of  dower,  287, 

note, 
elopement  and  adultery  of,  as  a  bar  of  dower,  49S-506. 
release  of  dower  by,  266-300. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment  of,  301-353. 
declarations  of,  when  admissible  to  invalidate  her  deed,  352,  353. 
(See  RiLBASB,  Privt  Examination  avd  Aoknowlbdombvt.) 

WILL, 

probate  of,  whether  admissible  to  prove  death  of  testator.  208,  209. 
parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  explain,  463,  464. 
election  by  widow  to  take  under,  468^97. 
(See  Elbotion.) 

WISCONSIN, 

quarantine  io,  52,  53. 

right  of  widow  to  occupy  estate  before  assignment  of  her  dower,  35. 
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summary  proceedings,  176. 
release  of  dower,  276,  278,  285. 
privy  examination  and  acknowledgment,  302. 
jointure,  373,  375,  note,  380,  381,  384,  386,  396,  407,  408. 
devises  in  lieu  of  dower,  464. 
election  to  take  under  will,  476. 

remedy  where  widow  deprived  of  testamentary  provision,  494. 
divorce,  as  aflfecting  dower,  518,  520. 
assignment  of  dower  in  the  rents  and  profits,  600. 
assignment  of  a  gross  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  613. 
improvements  by  alienee,  578. 
increase  in  value  fh>m  extrinsic  causes,  593. 
effect  of  assignment  of  dower,  700. 

damages,  657,  659,  660,  662,  669,  670,  676,  677,  681,  682. 
when  heir  may  avoid  collusive  recovery  of  dower,  133. 
remedy  where  widow. evicted  of  dower,  713. 
tortious  conveyance  by  the  widow,  742. 
remedy  for  waste,  749. 

WOODLAND, 

injunction  against  heir  to  stay  waste  upon,  152, 153. 

WRIT  OF  DOWER, 

unde  nihil  habet,  83,  84,  85. 
against  whom  it  will  lie,  84. 

WRIT  OP  RIGHT  OF  DOWER, 
nature  of  the,  83. 

YEARS, 

when  widow  entitled  to  rent  of  lease  for,  725. 
(See  LiASB,  Rbnt,  Tirm  for  Ybabs.) 


